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Algo, petition of Rockford (I11.) Lodge, Benevolent and Pro-
tective Order of KElks, for a reserve in Wyoming—to the Com-
mittee on the Public Lands.

Also, papers to accompany bill granting an increase of pension
to Charles A. Clooke—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, petition of Paepcke-Leicht Lumber Company of Chicago,
opposing reduction of duty on lumber—to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

Also, petition of T. Murray McCallum, of Streator, Ill., favor-
ing reduction of duty on raw and refined sugars—to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. GRONNA : Petition of Grand Forks (N. Dak.) Lodge,
No. 255, Benevolent and Protective Order of Elks, for an ap-
propriation to create a reserve in the State of Wyoming for the
protection of the American elk—to the Committee on the.Pub-
lic Lands.

Also, a petition of local union of the American Society of
Equity of Ramsey County, N. Dak., against reduction of the
present duties on grains—to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. HAMMOND : Petition of H. D. Siebring and 5 others,
of Holland, Minn., against parcels-post and postal savings bank
bills—to the Committee on the Post-Office and Post-Roads.

Also, petition of Fred Frutiger, of Holland, Minn., favoring
reduction of duty on raw and refined sugars—to the (,o:umittee
on Ways and Means.

By Mr. HARRISON: Paper to accompany bill for relief of
Agnes Burns—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. HAYES: Petition of F. G., F. A,, and L. D. Wool, of
San Jose, Cal, favoring repeal of duty on raw and refined
sugars—to the Committee on Ways and Means.

Also, petition of representatives of the entire commercial
interests of the Pacific coast, for government operated or as-
sisted line of steamships in the Pacific Ocean—to the Committee
on the Merchant Marine and Fisheries.

Also, petition of citizens of San Francisco and San Jose, Cal,
against duty on tea and coffee—to the Committee on Ways and
Means,

By Mr. HILL: Petition of Saghaunuck Grange, No, 100, Ells-
worth, Cenn., favoring legislation for parcels-post and postal
savings bank laws—to the Committee on the Post-Office and
Post- Roads.

By Mr. HOLLINGSWORTH : Petition of Somerset Grange,
No. 1662, of Barnesville, Ohio, asking for reduction of duty on
sugar—to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. HUFF: Petition of Lumbermen’'s Exchange of Phila-
delphia, favoring increase of duty on lnumber—to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

By Mr. JOYCE: Petition of J. T. Shuman and sundry citizens
of Guernsey and Noble counties, Ohio, against reduction of the
tariff on wools—to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. KNAPP: Petition of National Coffee and Tea Asso-
ciation, protesting against any duty on coffee and tea—to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. LAFEAN: Petition of Manchester Grange, No. 1374,
Patrons of Husbandry, favoring establishment of parcels post
and United States banks—to the Committee on the Post-Office
and Post-Roads.

By Mr. LASSITER : Petition of Petersburg (Va.) Lodge, No.
237, Benevolent and Protective Order of Elks, for an American
elk reservation in Wyoming—to the Committee on the Public
Lands.

By Mr. LAWRENCE : Petition of 900 woolen mill workers of
North Adams, Mass, against reduction of existing tariff duties
on woolen goods of foreign manufacture—to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. LOWDEN: Petition of 0. C. Pease and others, of the
Thirteenth Illinois District, favoring repeal of duty on hides—to
the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. McHENRY: Petition of citizens of Pennsylvania,
favoring reduction of duty on raw and refined sugars—to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

Also, petition of Sunbury (Pa.) Lodge, No. 267, Benevolent
and Protective Order of Elks, for an appropriation to create a
reserve in the State ‘of Wyoming for the protection of the
American elk—to the Committee on the Publie Lands.

By Mr. MOORE of Texas: Paper to accompany bill for relief
of heirs of W. B. Trotter—to the Committee on War Claims.

By Mr. MORSE: Petitions of employees of Grand Rapids
Pulp and Paper Company ; also employees of Ne Koos Ka Ed-
wards Paper Company, of Wisconsin, against reduction of tariff
on print paper—to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. NORRIS: Petition of certain residents of Hastings,
Nebr., against parcels-post and postal savings bank bills—to the
Committee on the Post-Office and Post-Roads.

By Mr. REID: Paper to accompany bill for relief of James
A, Hill, heir of Jane Rose—to the Committee on War Claims,
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By Mr. SULZER: Petition of Post Card Manufacturers and
Allied Trades Protective Association, favoring tariff on litho-
graphic prints as per Payne tariff bill—to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

Also, petition of Seaboard Trading Company, favoring re-
c;;.lction of duty on salt fish—to the Committee on Ways and

eans,

By Mr. SWASEY : Petition of sundry citizens of Bath, Me.,
and vicinity, and Portland, Me., and vicinity, for improvement
of Bass Harbor bar and Deer Island thoroughfare, on coast of
Maine—to the Committee on Rivers and Harbors.

By Mr. YOUNG of Michigan : Petition of citizens of Michigan,
favoring creation of National Highways Commission—to the
Committee on Agriculture,

Alro, petition of citizens of Houghton, Vulean, and Negaunee,
all of Michigan, opposing duty on tea and coffee—to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,

Frioay, March 26, 1909.

The House met at 11 o'clock a. m.

Prayer by the Chaplain, Rev. Henry N. Couden, D. D.

The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read and
approved.

PANAMA CANAL.

Mr. WANGER. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
print in the Recorp certain editorials from the Engineering
News, entitled “ The reasons why the lock plan for the Panama
Canal is preferable to the sea-level plan,” together with the ac-
companying illustrations.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Pennsylvania asks
unanimous consent to print in the Recorp the matter referred
to. Is there objection?

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to object, I
would inquire whether the gentleman from Pennsylvania has
made any inguiry as to the cost of the illustrations which he
asks to have printed?

Mr. WANGER. Mr. Speaker, the cost of the illustrations
will be nothing at all. The printing will be the mere item. The
illustrations will be furnished by the Engineering News, if per-
mission is given to have them appear.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I think it is a very doubtful prac-
tice, a practice that is open to many objections, to fill the
Recorp with illustrations, aside from purely outline cuts that
are necessary to illuminate the text. I would further inguire of
the gentleman from Pennsylvania if his illustrations have any
other purpose, and if they are necessary to an understanding of
the text?

Mr. WANGER. I think they are reasonably necessary, Mr,
Speaker, to an understanding of the text. Many of them are
gimply engineering sketches.

Mr. WILEY. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

The SPEAKER. Does the gentleman from Pennsylvania
yield to the gentleman from New Jersey?

Mr. WANGER. Certainly.

Mr, WILEY. Mr. Speaker, T would like to state in regard
to this that that is one of the best articles on the Panama Canal
that has ever been written. The Engineering News sent one of
its editors, a civil engineer named Baker, who is an expert
on these matters, at its own expense, and not on the ship that
the present President of the United States used, to examine
and report the facts as he found them on the Panama Canal, and
the reasons why the lock system should prevail. I am familiar
with the article, hence I speak knowingly. These illustrations,
while not absolutely essential, will be of the greatest service
in understanding the text. To an engineer they would not be
necessary, but to a layman I think they would be, and there-
fore I hope the gentleman’s request will prevail.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Speaker, having been given an opportunity
to examine the illustrations, I wish to remark that I would
withdraw my objection if the gentleman from Pennsylvania
[Mr. Wancee] will limit his request to a consent to have
printed such drawings as are necessary to illustrate the text.
It certainly is not necessary to publish a half-tone picture
showing the scene of a sinking of a railway track over the
black swamp in Panama or to have a picture of the Chagres
River near Gorgona. There are several pictures of that char-
acter, and I would suggest to the gentleman it would be well
for him to limit his request to such outline drawings as are
necessary to illustrate and make plain the text.

Mr. WANGER. Mr, Speaker, I should be sorry to limit the
request exclusively to outline drawings, as I think the photo-
graph of the so-called ** flat arch " of the old church in Panama
it would be well to have printed.
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Mr., PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, I suggest that the gentleman
change his reguest, to make it a House document instead of
printing it in the Recorp. It is very unusual to print such a
thing in the REcorp.

Mr. WANGER. Very well, I will modify my request to that
extent.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Pennsylvania modifies
his request to the extent indicated. Is there objection to the
request that it be printed as a House document with the illus-
trations (H. Doe. No. 10) ?

Mr, DAWSON. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to object, I
would inquire whether this article is in approval or eriticism of
the lock-type canal?

Mr. WANGER. This is in approval of the lock type of
canal.

The SPEAKER.
ordered.

The Chair hears no objectlon, and it is so

MAJ, PIERRE CHARLES L'ENFANT.

Mr. McCALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimouns consent to take
up and consider at this time Senate concurrent resolution No. 2,
respecting the remains of Maj. Plerre Charles L'Enfant, which
I send to the desk and ask to have read.

The Clerk read as follows:

Senate concnrrent resolution 2.

Resolved by the Senatc (the House of Representatives concurring)
That the Commissioners of the Distriet of Columbia are hereby granted
the use of the Rotunda of the Capitol on the occasion of the removal of
the remains of Maj. Plerre Charles I’Enfant from the present resting
lace—the Digges farm, in Prince George Count{, Md.—to Arlingten

ational Cemetery, where the remains will be reinterred, such use of
the Rotunda to be for a part of one day, and to be on such day and
under such supervision as mai!be approved by the President of the
Benate and the Speaker of the House of Representatives,

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? [After a pause.] The
Chair hears none. The question is on agreeing to the Senate
concurrent resolution.

The question was taken, and the resolution was agreed to.
TARIFF.

‘Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House resolve
itself into the Committee of the Whole House on the state of
the Union for the purpose of the consideration of the bill
H. I, 1438.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the House resolved itself into the Committee of
the Whole House on the state of the Union for the further con-
sideration of the bill H. I&. 1438, the tariff bill, Mr. OrLmsTED in
the chair. ;

Mr. HAY. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to extend
my remarks on this bill.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman asks unanimous consent
to extend his remarks in the Rgecorp. Is there objection?
[After a pause.] The Chaly hears none,

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. Mr. Chairman, it is not
my intention at this time to make a speech upon the general
proposition of the tariff, or to discuss the lumber or coal secled-
ules. I hope I may have an opportunity to discuss the lumber
and coal question before this discussion closes. My purpose
this morning is to talk for a short time in regard to the employ-
ment of oriental labor, and especially to reply to some state-
ments made by the distinguished gentleman from New York, the
chairman of the Ways and Means Committee. The other day
in making his statement he left the impression that the evidence
before his committee showed that only about 5 per cent of the
labor employed in the shingle and lumber mills of British
Columbia were orienfal labor. I attempted at that time to in-
terrupt him, in order that I might call his attention to the error
which he had made. I was not successful. I will say, however,
to the credit of the distinguished gentleman, that he made a
partial correction in the ReEcorp in regard to the festimony of
the witness that he claimed showed this, and I am very glad
that he did. But the statement that he had made, which has
gone out to the country, that only 5 per cent of he men em-
ployed in the lumber and shingle mills of British Columbia are
Orientals, is unjust to the country, the people of my State, and
to the gentleman himself. I want to take up for a moment the
testimony—the witness upon which he relied when he made
that statement—and call his attention to some errors that that
witness made.

In the first place, I call the gentleman's attention to the fact
that the man whom he mentioned, Mr. W. A. Anstie, whose
testimony is found on page 3130 of Schedule D, did not ap-
pear before his committee. He was not a witness. He was
not even under oath, he made no affidavit, and there was no op-
portunity to cross-examine him. Now, what that witness did
do was to write a letter to one Theodore M. Knappen, who

constitutes the National Conservation League of this country
in himself, 2 man who came down here before the committee
under false pretenses, who said he was a real estate agent, that
he was here in interest of conserving the forests, while as a
matter of faet, as I am informed, he is a timber owner in
Canada and was here in his own interest and the interest of
those associated with him. Now, what this witness does state
in the letter written to Mr. Knappen——

Mr. NYE. May I ask the gentleman a question? Have you
any personal acquaintance with Mr. Knappen?

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. No, sir; I have not.

Mr. NYE. I do know who he is, and I take pleasure——

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. I do not know who he is,
but I have a decided opinion as to what he is; it is shown by
the testimony in the REecorb.

Mr. NYE. I personally know him, and I have always re-
garded him with great respect.

Mr., HUMPHREY of Washington. I have not very much re-
spect for a man who appears before the Ways and Means Com-
mittee representing himself as the representative of the Na-
tional Conservation League and then admits that he is the whole
league himself.” He is the individual who formed it for the ex-
press purpose of coming down and testifying before the Ways
and Means Committee, hoping thereby to conceal his real pur-
pose. Now, I will yield further, if I have the time, when I get
through. Now, what this witness does state in regard to the
employment of Orientals is that in his distriet, in the 65
mills which he represents, in good times only 5 per cent is em-
ployed, and X call the gentleman’s attention [Mr. Payxe] that
in that statement he includes 4,000 men who work in the mills
and 6,000 men who work in the woods, and by law they are
prohibited from employing Orientals in British Columbia for
work in the woods; so, according to his own statement, he em-
ploys about 12 per cent instead of 5 in the mills which he rep-
resents, But the greatest error the gentleman from New York
malkes in relying upon this so-called * witness ” is that the mills
of which he spoke are not situated on the Pacific coast. They
are 400 or 500 miles from the Pacific coast, over in what is
known as the “mountain region.” I was not contending that
50 per cent of the labor in that region was oriental, but, from
information, I may add that I believe it is, notwithstanding
the letter that Mr. Knappen filed from this interested witness.

I want to call attention further to his witness's testimony
and see whether or not he is to be relied upon, even in the
statement he has made. He says further in his testimony:

With reference to Chinese Immigration, I would say that there has
been in force for some time a head tax of $500 on every Chinaman

into the country, and this Is practically prohibitive, as the re-
turns for the past few years demonstrate.

Let us see whether he states the truth about that or not. I
turn over in the hearings to page 3170, and find there a state-
ment made by Mr. W. L. MacKenzie, commissioner, to the gov-
ernor-general, in which he says that the Chinese that came into
the two ports of Victoria and Vancouver in the year 1007 was
1,266, or over 120 a month. Does that look as though he made
a true statement when he said the law was practically prohibi-
tive? That same statement shows that during that year of 1007
11,438 Orientals came into those two ports. There are only a
little over 200,000 white people in British Columbia. With
11,000 Orientals coming in in one year, it does not seem to me
as though it was a prohibitive law, or that it was checking to a
very great extent the coming of these foreigners.

I want to call attention to a further statement made by this
witness when he gives you to understand, as he has further on
in his testimony, that there are but few Orientals in British
Columbia. I find that Mr, Clark, United States immigration
commissioner at Toronto, says that there are not less than
60,000 Chinese, Hindoos, and Japanese in British Columbia, prac-
tically 25 per cent of the population, and 25 per cent of the
population of Orientals means more than 50 per cent of the
men who are able to work, because all these Orientals are men.
So much for the favorite witness, the 5 per cent witness, of the
gentleman from New York [Mr. Payxe]. He referred to none
other. I do not believe that any man could have been found
to testify to any such statement before the committee where
cross-examination might have shown the truth.

Now, the distinguished chairman of the Ways and Means
Committee seemed to speak somewhat lightly, and I think with
something of a sneer, of the fact that some witnesses had ap-
peared before that committee and had presented affidavits and
pictures showing the amount of oriental labor employed in
British Columbia. I happen to know how those plctures came
to be made. I took a trip through British Columbia last year
in an automobile; and ‘as I passed these lumber mills and saw
these Orientals and Chinamen employed in all of them, I became
impressed with the amount of oriental labor in British Co-
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Jumbia. I had never before had the opportunity of witnessing
it, and I on my return——

Mr. PAYNE. Does the gentleman mean to say that he visited
all the lumber camps?

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. I said all the mills that
I saw were employing Orientals. On my return I was talking
with some lumbermen in Bellingham; I told them of what I had
seen. I suggested to one that they ought to get photographs
showing those conditions; that there might be some dispute as
to the fact as to whether or not oriental labor was employed
in those mills to such an extent. Events have demonstrated
that I was correct in that surmise. On my suggestion, and nn-
der the direct promise made to me, those pictures that appear
here in these hearings were made. When I inquired what had
become of them they stated that instead of sending them to me
they had sent them to the Ways and Means Committee,

Now, I want to analyze a few statements in regard to the
orienrtal labor that is employed on the Pacific coast, not the inter-
mountain region, but on the Pacific coast in British Columbia,
I am reading from the hearings before the Ways and Means
Committee. The first man who testified, or rather who made an
affidavit and sent it to the Ways and Means Committee, was Mr.
Richard W. Douglas, of Seattle. He personally inspected eight
mills. He is a reputable gentleman, He found 20 per cent of
the men employed were white and 80 per cent Orientals. The
next man was Mr. F. D. Becker, of Seattle, a man who had
had the management of three different mills in British Columbia
at different times, and he testified that in those three mills 90
per cent of the men employed in the planing mills were Chinese,
and 50 per cent of the entire crew of the three mills were
Orientals. Mr. Frank L. Housley, of Bellingham, who has been
in the lumber business a good many years, testified that he
went to British Columbia for the purpose of making inguiry
concerning the employment of oriental labor; that he visited
four lumber mills, and that he found 44 whites and 561
Orientals. That he visited nine shingle mills, and found that
they employed 131 whites and 690 Orientals; he said that one
of the shingle mills he visited employs the largest proportion of
white labor of any mill in British Columbia. I think this
ghows he was fair and not attempting to sgingle out the mills
that employed oriental labor. He found that these 13 mills
employed 175 white men and 1,251 Orientals. When I made the
statement the other day that 50 per cent was the amount of
oriental labor employed in British Columbia, I placed it entirely
too low. Further investigation shows that it is nearer 75 per
cent.

Now the question will doubtless suggest itself as to whether
or not there are Orientals employed in the shingle mills and the
lnumber mills in the State of Washington. There are 13,950
American citizens, white men, employed in shingle mills in the
State of Washington and only 41 Orientals. In the State of
Washington there are 110,000 men employed in the lumber and
shingle industry and 1,500 Orientals. In the city of Belling-
ham, a city almost on the border, only 20 miles from the British
Columbia line, there are 1,200 men employed, and not one
Oriental—1,200, every one of them white men; and within a
few miles of these Canadian mills that employ 50 to 80 per cent
Orientals 4,000 men are employed in the sawmills of Seattle,
every one of them white, The wages of this oriental labor, on
the average, is only one-half of what is paid to the white men
employed in the mills in the State of Washington.

Mr. SCOTT. What wages are paid to the Orientals in Wash-
ington, as compared to the wages paid to the same class of labor
in British Columbia?

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. I am not able to state
that, because we have only 41 out of 14,000 employed in the
shingle mills and 1,500 out of 110,000. I did not look into the
question because it is so insignificant that it cuts no figure, and
for that reason I have not investigated it.

Mr. ESCH. What is the comparative capacity of the labor?

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. That is what I am going
to state.

Mr. TOWNSEND. Did you make this statement you are now
making before the committee?

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. They were all made by
witnesses who appeared before the committee. Now, the gentle-
man from Wisconsin has asked in regard to the efficiency of the
oriental lahor as compared with the white labor. That is a
fair guestion. White labor, upon an average, will produce
more in a given time than oriental labor. The difference be-
tween the cost of production by white labor and by oriental
labor is not sufficient, however, to overcome the difference in
the wages; or, in other words, it costs more to produce a thou-
sand feet of lumber by white labor than ‘it does to produce a

thousand feet by oriental labor. It costs more to produce a
thousand shingles by white labor than by oriental labor. The
difference as to shingles is greater than it is as to lumber.
Then there is another condition that should be taken into con-
sideration. In working in the mills there are a great many
places where it happens a man is placed in charge of a certain
machine, and the machine regulates the amount produced, not
the man. In this case the amount done by oriental labor is
just the same as that done by white labor, because the machine
regnlates the quantity.

Mr. HUGHES of New Jersey. I would like to ask the gentle-
man if he knows what the labor cost is for the production of
a thousand feet of lumber?

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington.
state that from memory.

Mr. HUGHES of New Jeresy. I think it is very important.
Does the gentleman know what is the labor cost of the produc-
tion of a thousand shingles?

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington.
ments here.

Mr. CUSHMAN.
state it.

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. I did not know it, but
I have it under my hand, right here. According to the state-
ment made by Mr. Blodel, who is one of the foremost manu-
facturers in our State and who owns mills in British Columbia
as well as in Washington, and has operated mills in both coun-
tries, it costs to produce a thousand shingles by white labor,
55 cents, and to produce them by Chinese labor 25 cents.
Chinese are more largely employed in the shingle mills of Brit-
ish Columbia than any other Orientals.

Mr. HUGHES of New Jersey. What is the value of a thou-
sand shingles?

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington.
value is.

Mr. HUGHES of New Jersey. What would they sell for
per thousand? .

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. About $1.50.

Mr. HUGHES of New Jersey. And what is the tariff?

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. Thirty cents a thousand.

Mr. HUGHES of New Jersey. At present?

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. Yes, sir.

Mr. HUGHES of New Jersey. And the proposed tariff is
nothing?

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. The proposed tariff is the
same, I want to make it clear, so that the Republican party
can not escape the responsibility as far as this oriental labor is
concerned. I have shown the facts. What will you do? We
have always talked about protecting the labor of this country
{rom the ruinous competition of the labor of foreign countries.

I would not undertake to

It is set out in the state-

If the gentleman will allow me, I can

I do not know what the

_We have an opportunity here and now to show whether or not

we are going to back up what we have said with our voices by
our votes. There can be no escape from this situation. I chal-
lenge any man who shall follow me hereafter to produce com-
petent evidence to show that the statement I have made here
is not correct, when I declare that over 50 per cent of the men
engaged in the lumber and shingle mills of British Columbia
are Orientals; that they are paid practically one-half less wages
than American labor; that the cost of production is less in
British Columbia. I want some gentlemen who favor this re-
duction on lumber, and who have favored placing coal upon the
free list, to give me one reason that I can present to my people
in the State of Washington why I should vote for this bill.

Let me briefly restate for emphasis this proposition in regard
to the use of oriental labor in the Pacific States of the North-
west in the lumber and shingle industry as compared with Brit-
ish Columbia. Fifty per cent of the men employed in the lum-
ber and shingle mills of British Columbia are Japanese, Chinese,
and Hindoos. Of the 110,000 men working in the timber mills
of Washington all are white but 1,500, and nearly all are Ameri-
can citizens. White labor in Washington receives twice as
much wages as oriental labor in British Columbia. The pro-
tection of this white labor from the deadly competition of this
oriental labor is a responsibility that rests upon the Republican
party, and it is a responsibility that the Republican party can
not escape.

Mr. PAYNE. I should like to ask the gentleman two or
three guestions, if it will not interrupt him.

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. Certainly.

Mr. PAYNE. What proportion of the men employed in the
lumber industry are employed in the woods? How does it com-
pare with the number employed in the mills?

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. I think it is probably
equal or a little greater.
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Mr. PAYNE. Greater; and under the laws of British Colum-
bia they can not employ any Orientals in the woods.

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. No; they can not.

Mr, PAYNE. Now, I do not see that the gentleman has any
cause to complain of the statement I made the other day. Does
not Mr. Anstey in his letter say that his district, which is the
interior district of British Columbia, produces about 60 per
cent of the Iumber of British Columbia?

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. Yes; that is what he
states.

Mr. PAYNE. And in that interior district the number of
Orientals employed is 5 per cent?

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. Five per ecent, adding the
two together; yes.

Mr. PAYNE. Yes; adding all those employed in the lumber
industry, the number of Orientals is 5 per cent.

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. Defining the lumber in-
dustry as separate from the logging industry, no; but taking
them together, he so states.

Mr. PAYNE. Did I not state to the gentleman the other day
that some witnesses had appeared who estimated it as high as
80 per cent, when the gentleman said he estimated it at 507

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. Yes.

Mr. PAYNE. Then, what is the gentleman complaining about
in my statement?

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. I am complaining because
you left the impression in three different statements in your
speech, on pages 187, 180, and 190, if I eall the pages correctly,
that the evidence before your committee showed that enly 5 per
cent of oriental labor was employed.

Mr. PAYNE. Did I not say there was such evidence before
the committee, and the gentleman denied it, and then I referred
him to the page?

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. The gentleman did say
that a witness appeared before the committee who said that
only 5 per cent of the labor employed in British Columbia was
oriental Iabor, and I did dispute it.

Mr. PAYNE. And I gave the gentleman the page and the
name of the witness?

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. Yes; and I went and
looked it up, and the witness did not so testify.

Mr, PAYNE. I think the witness did so testify, according to
the gentleman’s admission just now.

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. I will read it to you.

Mr. PAYNE. The witness stated that he was in the interior
district, and they made 60 per eent of the lumber of British
Columbia in his distriet, and that 5 per cent of the labor there
was oriental labor.

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. Yes; but I call the atten-
tion of the gentleman to the fact that he did not limit it to
the interior district when I attempted to interrupt him. He
did put it in the Recorp, and I thank him for it. But when the
gentleman was on the floor and I attempted to interrupt him,
he did not limit it to the interior.

Mr. PAYNE. When I found the statement I read a sentence
and handed it to the gentleman.

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. I am glad the gentleman
corrected it in his printed speech.

Mr. PAYNE. Did I not hand it to you?

Mr. HUMPHREY of YWashington. And later, when I at-
tempted to interrupt you and show you you had made a mis-
take——

Mr. PAYNE. Then the gentleman said I was mistaken about
it, and I took the book and verified it and put in the Rrcorp
what was in the book. I do not see how the gentleman has
any quarrel with me as to the statement I made before the
House. Whether that witness told the trath or not I do not
pretend to say.

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. I will tell the gentleman
the quarrel I had with him. Perhaps the gentleman had great
provoecation, but I had the evidence by me, and I wanted to call
the gentleman’s attention to the fact that this was a region
that was from 300 to 500 miles from that I was talking about,
and he would not permit me to interrupt him nor permit me to
read the sentence to show that he was mistaken and was leav-
ing a wrong impression on the country. I repeat that this was
not a witness before the committee, and this fact I also wanted
to call to the gentleman’s attention.

Mr. PAYNE. When I was talking the gentleman from Wash-
ington was continually interrupting me at every sentence be-
fore I completed it, and I asked him to allow me to complefe
my sentence.

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. No; I do not think I in-
terrupted the gentleman at every sentence,

Mr. PAYNE. At the suggestion of the gentleman, I left that
colloquy out of the RECORD.

Mr. HINSHAW. Will the gentleman jyield to me for a
question?

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. Yes.

Mr. HINSHAW. As I understand the proposed tariff, it is
30 cents on shingles in the Payne bill, and the Dingley bill also,
as far as shingles are concerned. Does the gentleman want to
increase that duty?

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. I certainly do, and I will
tell the gentleman why. I made a statement the ether day,
which the gentleman from New York [Mr. Pay~xe] challenged,
when I said the shingle mills in my eountry shut down from
three to six months every year. He challenged that statement,
and said “Jast year.”” That is a fact relating not only to
last year, but it has been so for many years. I think I would
be safe in saying that for the last ten years these mills were
shut down from three to six months. It is a matter of commen
knowledge; something that would require no evidence to prove.
They close down from three to six months a year, beeause
they can not run in competition with the shingle mills across
the line because of better timber and oriental labor.

Mr. HINSHAW, The tariff duty of 30 cents is not sufficient
to protect the difference in wages on each side of the line?

Mr, HUMPHREY of Washington. No; considering differ-
ence in other conditions.

Mr. CUSHMAN. Will the gentleman yield to me?

. Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. I will gladly, if I have the
me.

The CHAIRMAN., The gentleman has three minutes re
maining.

Mr. MANN. I will ask the gentleman to yield to me.

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. I will yield two and a
half minutes to the gentleman from Illinois.

Mr. MANN. I do not want to take the gentleman’'s time. 1
simply rose to ask him whether there has been any increase in
the shingle mills in his State within the last ten years?

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. I think so.

Mr. MANN. During the time that they have been shut down
half of the time, as the gentleman says, how much has been the
inerease, 100, 200, 300, or 700 per cent?

Mr. CUSHMAN. If my colleague will yield——

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. I will yield to my col-
league, although I can answer the guestion.

Mr, CUSHMAN. I will call the gentleman's attention to fig-
ures that are absolutely conclusive. The basic question is how
many shingles are sent into Canada and how many are sent
to us?

Mr. MANN. That would not answer my question.

Mr. CUSHMAN. It reaches the heart of the eontroversy.

Mr. MANN. That is the opinion of the gentleman from
Washington, but I would rather have an answer to my question.

Mr. CUSHMAN. If the gentleman contends that we can
manufacture shingles just as cheap os Canada, then the im-
ports and exports should balance.

Mr. MANN. I am asking for information which I have not
received.

Mr. CUSHMAN. The gentleman will receive some if Le will
wait a minute.

Mr. MANN. But not what I want.

Mr. CUSHMAN. You will get something that will do you
good. [Laughter.]

Mr. MANN. It is like the patent medicine. The gentleman
wants to give me something good, but I prefer the brand I ask
for. [Laughter.]

Mr. CUSHMAN. It is a brand in accordance with the fact
that in the last five years Canada has sent to us shingles to
the value of two and one-third million dollars, and during those
five years we have only sent $75,000 worth of shingles into
Canada.

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. Now, one other matter I
want to touch upon before my time has entirely expired. The
distingnished chairman of the Ways and Means Committee
the other day read a dispatch from Pittsburg showing the result
of this bill on certain mills situated there. I hope and believe
that the dispatch read by the gentleman is true. I hold in my
hand a letter from Mr. E. G. Ames, of the Port Gamble Mill
Company, one of the largest concerns in the world. He is one
of the best-known citizens in my State, a man whose reputation
for truth and honesty is equal to that of any man in the State
of Washington or any other State. I want to put into the
REecorp a statement from that letter against the dispatch from
Pittsburg which the gentleman read.
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After discussing the question of the new bill and what the
effect has been, Mr. Ames adds this paragraph:

No one seems to know exactly what to do. Eastern buyers are mot
buying, as they do not care to stock up on a falling market. The result
is, during the past thirty days, that more mills are shutting down. The
cargo business is always affected in sympathy with the rail branch.
YWhen rail business is bad, rail mills t can engage in cargo trade,
with the result that both branches of the trade are bad. Shingle mills
are shutting down, and in the last two weeks two large cargo mills have
decided to shut down, and one which has been shut down for the past
year and was considering starting UJJ on the 1st of April is still in doubt
a8 to future prospects and has decided to remalin shut down indefinitely.
With our own concern we are now ranning about three-quarters
capacity, and we have decided to shut down a part of one of our plants,
go that probably, beginning with next Monday morning, we will be run-
ning only one-half capacity.

The complaint that I have fo make of this bill is that while
the industries in New England, in Pennsylvania, in New York,
are protected, while their mills are running and while addi-
tional men are being employed, in my State exactly the reverse
is true. Out in the State of Washington the mills are closing;
men are being thrown out of employment. It recalls the days
under the Wilson bill, when I saw 1,500 people in one line walk-
ing through the streets of Seattle begging for work; I want
some of the gentlemen upon the Committee on Ways and Means
who are going to follow me to tell me wherein this bill differs
from the Wilson bill in so far as my industries are concerned.
How can I expect any different result from those following the
Wilson bill?

Mr. Chairman, it is troe that under the Wilson bill certain
classes of lumber were placed on the free list, but under this
bill there is left a protection of only less than 6 per cent ad
valorem, and coal is placed upon the free list, while it was left
40 per cent under the Wilson bill. Will some of these gentle-
men please tell me how I can go back to my constituents and,
as a Republican and as a protectionist, say to them that this
bill is better than the one that is now upon the statute books?
Talk about protecting raw material. You talk about lumber,
and the gentleman from Indiana on the Ways and Means Com-
mittee [Mr. CrumMrAckKEr] yesterday classed lumber as raw
material.

I happen to know something about the gentleman’s distriet,
and I want to say to him that there are probably more men in
my distriet working in the lumber mills and the shingle mills,
producing what he calls raw material, than he has living in
his entire district. There are more men, there are more people,
dependent for a living upon what he calls raw material, lum-
ber and shingles, in my district, than live in his district alto-
gether. What you call raw material here is a finished product
with us. You have, in the gentleman's district, protected the
steel mills, but what you call the finished product there is the
raw material for our shipbuilders and for the men who con-
struct our buildings in my country. You talk about wool being
raw material. It is raw material for the people here, but it
is not raw material in my country. Yon talk about lumber
being raw material, and yet 80 per cent of the entire value of
lumber is paid directly in wages to the men who work in the
mills,

Mr. PAYNE. Is my friend satisfied with the duty on wool?

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. I have no objection to the
duty on wool as it stands.

AMr. PAYNE. Does the gentleman see any difference between
the duty on wool in this bill and in the Wilson bill?

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. I say I have no objection
to it. What I am ccmplaining of is this, that you insist that
everything we produce shall be placed on the free list, or else
shall have practically no protection. They are your raw ma-
terials, and you contend they must be cheap, while the raw ma-
terials that we buy from you you insist must be protected; in
other words, our raw materials you insist must be cheap, while
your raw materials must be high,

You want to protect yourself, but not your neighbor. That is
what I am complaining about—protection in spots, with your-
self always in the spots protected.

Mr. PAYNE. Again I ask the gentleman about wool. Has
the gentleman forgotten about wool?

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. No; I have no objection
to wool.

Mr. CUSHMAN. Lumber is our product.

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. We have little wool in my
district.

Mr. GARNER of Texas. The gentleman has a good many
cattle out there?

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. Yes; and they talk about
hides being raw material. TLeather is raw material in our coun-
try. We have a number of boot and shoe manufactories in
Seattle. Leather is a raw material out there.

Mr. MANN. Will the gentleman yield for a guestion?

Mr, HUMPHREY of Washington. Yes.

Mr. MANN. The gentleman just made a statement about the
number of people in his district working in the mills,

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. Yes.

Mr. MANN. Does the gentleman make the statement ad-
visedly, as compared with the number of people living in the
district represented by the gentleman from Indiana [Mr., CruM-
PACKER] ?

. Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington.
average district.

Mr. MANN. Has the gentleman investigated?

Mr. CUSHMAN. There are 110,000 people in our Btate in
the lumber business.

o Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. Go ahead with the ques-
on. -

Mr. MANN. I wanted to know whether the gentlsman had

made actual comparison or if it was merely hot air,

. Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. Go ahead with the ques-
on.

Mr. MANN. That is the question.

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. Is the gentleman through?

Mr. MANN. If the gentleman says he has made a compari-
son, I am through; but if he has net, I simply want te call his
attention to the fact that the votes in the two districts are about
the same. The gentleman received himself a vote of over 39,000,
and that might naturally give him the impression that his dis-
trict had increased very largely in population, while the district
of the gentleman from Indiana had not; but the fael is that
both districts have had the increase in population, and the vote
last fall in both districts was about the same.

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. Well, it may be true with
that particular district——

Mr, MANN. That is the reason I asked whether the gentle-
man had made the comparison of distriets.

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. I did take occasion to look
at the vote in the district of the gentleman from New York
[Mr. Payxe], and I found while I have a half million people in
my district, according to his report he has less than 200,000. It
is probably not true of the district of the gentleman from Indi-
ana, whose district extends up to near Chicago. It has had a
rapid growth in that particular district, as I think it includes
the town of Gary.

Mr. MANN., While the census returns probably are not
reliable in either district, the vote in either district was ex-
tremely large last fall and is about the same.

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. I think the percentage of
the vote cast in his district is much larger than mine, according
to the population.

Mr, MANN. I think it should be just the other way.
t£|;Ir. HUMPHREY of Washington. No; the gentleman is mis-

en.

Mr. MANN. I think the gentleman from Indiana has more
people, probably, who did not vote in his district than the gentle-
man from Washington has.

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. I do not think it is mate-
rial to this discussion; but for the enlightenment of the gentle-
man I will say he is very much mistaken, because one reason is
a man has to reside in my State a year before he can vote, and
a large number have come info my State within the last year.
Another thing, there is practically no political contest in my
district. As the gentleman will notice, I was elected by the in-
significant majority of 18,5600. It is practically all one way, and
there is no great effort made to get out the vote. I happened to
live in Indiana once myself, and I know the percentage, as a
rule, is very much less there, because when I lived in Indiana
we let no voter escape.

Mr. PAYNE. T desire fo state to the gentleman that there
was no controversy in my district.

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. I am glad there was not.

Mr. PAYNE. But the gentleman has compared my district
with his,

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. T am comparing the per-
centage of the population as compared with the vote, and you
do not have one-half the population in your district that I have
in mine. However, I do not think this is material.

Mr. EDWARDS of Kentucky. Mr. Chairman, I would like to
ask the gentleman from Washington a question.

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. Certainly.

Mr. EDWARDS of Kentucky. Is it not a fact that the people
who started out advocating free lumber in this bill asserted
that there was a lumber trust in this country which controlled
the manufacture of lumber, and then I would like to ask him if
they have not wholly and entirely failed to establish that as a
fuct? Then I would like to ask him if they did not start out
with the other proposition that free lumber would comserve the

I think so, if it is an
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forests of this country and have failed wholly and completely to
establish that fact?

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. Well, I do not like to pass
upon the evidence for the gentlemen of the committee. It is
before the House. In my opinion they did fail, but I am not
discussing that particular question; but there is one statement
that I will make, and that was that, according to the statement
of a member-of the Ways and Means Committee, and I make
this statement because he has given me permission to do so—I
refer to the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. ForpNEY]—every
witness who appeared before that committee asking for a reduc-
tion of the tariff upon lumber had, either directly or indirectly,
an interest in timber in Canada, every one of them.

Mr. PAYNE. Did he tell you this further fact that every
gentleman who appeared for retaining the duty on lumber was
interested in lumber in this country?

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. I do not know whether
he did or not, but I understand that is the fact and I was just
going to say that every man who appeared there asking that
the lumber duty be retained was interested in timber in this
country; and that to my mind absolutely establishes one fact,
that the removal of the tariff will benefit the Canadian and its
retention will benefit the American.

It seems to me that we ought not to hesitate very long when
that question is presented. For whom will we legislate, the man
in this country or the man in Canada; to increase the value
in America or in British Columbia? The only interests in this
couniry that favor the reduction of the tariff on lumber, be-
sides the men who own timber in Canada, are the railroads.
The railways that run into the Northwest are interested in it.
They want to get lumber that they can haul from east of the
Casaade Mountains into the Mississippi Valley. They can get
it in Canada ; they can not get it in the United States. They are
very much interested for this reason in free lumber; and they
are also interested in having the tariff taken off of coal, so that
they can bring their coal supplies into this country without
paying a tariff upon it. It is a well-known fact that some of
these western railways own large mines in Canada, and it is
to their interest to have coal put upon the free list.

I want to speak for a few minutes in regard to the shingle
industry of my State.

I know a clamor has been raised throughout the country for
the reduction of the tariff upon forest products. This clamor
is based upon a misapprehension of the facts, and made without
knowledge of the existing conditions. To do this would greatly
injure one of the greatest industries of the country. To re-
move the tariff upon shingles, notwithstanding the popular be-
lisf of those who live in the East, would have the following
effects :

First. It would largely, if not entirely, destroy that industry.

Second. It would increase the price of shingles to the con-
sumer.

Third. It would lead to a waste of the timber supply of the
country

In the State of Washington there are 498 shingle mills. Of
these nearly all are small and independent concerns. They
manufacture $12,000,000 worth of shingles annually. They em-
ploy 14,000 men, all of them white and all American citizens.
This fact should not be forgotten: That these men receive in
wages $9,600,000 a year, or 80 per cent of the entire value of
the output. The State of Washington furnishes about 65 per
cent of all of the shingles used in the United States.

DIFFERENCE IN TIMBER.

The Washington shingle mill is the scavenger of the forest.
After the lumberman has gone the shingle mill takes up the
refuse, the split butts, the stumps, the limbs, and tops; any
portion of the tree that will make a 4-foot stick that has been
left by the sawmill. Just across an imaginary line, so near
that the hum of the machine can be heard in the American mill,
are foreign mills of another country, Canada. These foreign
mills cut largely from standing timber. Their government re-
quires them to buy not by the tree or to buy the timber by the
acre, but only that they pay for the timber they actually manu-
facture. Therefore their material is better than that used by
the Washington mills. It takes less sawing, less work, and less
cost to manufacture a shingle from good timber, free from knots
and other defects, than it does from poor timber, the refuse of
the lumberman. This is the first handicap of the American
manufacturer.

DIFFERENCE IN WAGES.

The American workman receives an average of $3.12 per day.
His competitor at his elbow, with few exceptions, does not
belong to the white race. Compare their wages with his,
They receive as follows: The Hindoo, 80 cents to $1.10 per day ;
the Japanese, from $1 to $1.25 per day; while the faithful

Chinaman is paid by piecework, receiving 25 per cent less for
the same work than the white man on this side of the line.
It is true, as I have said, that the white man will, upon an
average, do more work in a day than the Oriental, but not suffi-
cient to offset the difference in wages. The Chinaman, while
not so fast as the white man, is careful and painstaking to a
degree not reached by any other workman. The shingle that
he packs is the equal of the best in the world. So, on account
of the wages paid to the laborer and poor timber, let me repeat,
it costs more to produce a thousand shingles in Washington than
in Canada, These disadvantages make certain either that
wages must be reduced and the white American must produce
a shingle out of inferior timber as low as the Oriental will
produce it out of good timber or our mills must close if the
tariff is removed. The only barrier that stands between the
shingle mill of Washington and that of Canada is the duty.
The Washington mill has not a single advantage to overcome
the handicap of poor timber and high-priced labor outside of
20 cents per 1,000 tariff.
CONSERVATION OF THE FORESTS.

It has been said with a great show of superior wisdom that
if we buy a pack of shingles from British Columbia we save
that much of our timber resources. This is far from the fact.
If our shingle mills in Washington do not run, being, as I
have said, scavengers of the forest, the waste which now sup-
plies these mills will rot in the woods, benefiting no one. Not
only this, but by the removal of this refuse from which our
shingles are made clearings for valuable farms are begun and
a lasting improvement is added to the community. Of vital
importance to forest conservation is the removal of this fallen
timber, which is of a highly inflammable character, thereby
reducing the menace of fire, the greatest of all enemies to our
western forests.

Instead of the closing of our shingle mills helping forest con-
servation, it would add greatly to their destruction. If this
refuse material is made too cheap to be cut into shingles by the
removal of the tariff, it certainly would be too cheap to be pro-
tected. Cheap timber will not lead to conservation. The thing
that is conservated is not the thing that is cheap but the thing
that is dear,

WOULD IT REDUCE THE PRICE?

Our mills must close or reduce wages to the oriental level,
for the market is already so limited that for many years the
shingle mills of Washington have been idle several months each
year. In spite of the tariff the Canadian is already selling
largely in this country. After the Canadian becomes securely
established in our market, the supply being less, American com-
petition being gone, the demand remaining undiminished, does
anyone believe that the price would be lowered? The whole-
sile price of shingles has varied greatly within recent years,
sometimes as much as $1 per thousand. This difference has
always been promptly absorbed by the broker, the wholesaler,
and the retailer. The consumer has paid during all the time of
this fluctuation practically the same price. The retailer never
changes his prices except in one way—upward. If the retailer,
the broker, and the manufacturer absorbs a fluctuation of $1
per thousand upon shingles, the consumer getting no benefit
therefrom, what reason have we to think that they will not
absorb the comparatively small change of 30 cents per thousand
should the tariff be removed? If not only the possibility, but
the almost certain, should happen, then when we take the im-
port duty off the shingles Canada should place an export duty
on them, then we would not only close our mills, waste our for-
ests, throw our men out of employment, pay a higher price for
our shingles, but give to Canada the duty, for which the Treas-
ury at home, fast becoming depleted, is yearning. But conced-
ing, for the sake of the argument, that Canada would not do
this, and that by reducing the American workmen to the level of
the Oriental we could reduce the price of shingles 3 cents per 100,
the amount of the tariff upon them, is anyone in this country
willing to say it shall be done? Will anyone say that it would
be a wise thing to do? A free trader may be in favor of free
shingles and know the facts.

But there is not a single reason for protecting a single indus-
try in America that can not be urged in behalf of the protec-
tion of the shingle industry—not one. There are two, and only
two, reasons why any Republican who believes in the principles
of his party practiced and preached from the day of Alexander
Hamilton to the day of Taft should advocate the removal of
the tariff on shingles, and these are ignorance and fear. The

duty on shingles should have been doubled. If the opportunity
is given, I shall offer an amendment to that effect.

I am a protectionist and a Republican. I believe in protec-
tion of all the industries of the country, not only my own in-
dustries, but the industries of every section. My objection to
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this bill is that it is a high protective bill in New England, in
many of the Eastern States, and in the Middle West, but in the
T’acific States of the Northwest it is a free-trade bill.

I do not believe in placing a burden upon your neighbor that
you are not willing to bear yourself. I most emphatically pro-
test against protecting one section at the expense of another.
If protection is right, then it can not be wrong to protect all;
if it is wrong, let us abandon it and adopt the theory of our
ancient and oft-discredited enemy, the Democratic party. Jus-
tice demands that we protect all or none, This bill smacks too
much of selfishness and expediency.

Everywhere it bears the marks of wanting to protect certain
industries, and in order to do this sacrifices others that the ap-
pearance of a reduction may be given. If the Ways and Means
Committee could have known the sentiment of the people to-
day they would not have been so fearful of revising upward.
The clamor for a reduction of the tariff has suddenly stilled,
as men in their sober second thought have begun to realize the
paralysis of our industries that will follow. In that demand
they begin to see the silent mill, the deserted factory, the
smokeless chimney. When it is done and the result follows
the people will forget the clamor to which we listened. They
will curse us only for the result. The great criticism of this
bill that I make is this: It was fear, and not judgment, that
controlled its construction. [Applause.]

I will insert in the Recoep some telegrams that explain
themselves:

BeaTTLE, WASH., March 27, 1909.
W. E. HUMPHREY,

Care House of Representatives, Washington, D. O.:
Congratulations on your able stand. Climatic eonditions such shingle
mills can onerate the year round. However, owing to Canadian com-
petition mills have been forced to close from three to four months
every year for ten years past. This Is from personal knowledge.
Vicror H. BECEMAN.

BEATTLE, WASH., March B7, 1909.
W. E. HUMPIIREY,

Care House of Representatives, Washington, D. C.:

Four thousand one hundred men employed in Seattle sawmills; all
white and no Orientals employed.
Vicror H. BECEMAN.

BEATTLE, WASH., March 1909.
W. E. HUMPHREY, = ! £

House of Representatives, Washington, D. 0.:

Orlental labor employ
of ‘total of 110,000 Sumloyed in lamber Indurtey. Avthentic siaterions
to follow. Bee our brief before Ways and Means Committee. Con-
Era;plntions on your stand. Lumber industry much misunderstood by

ongress and people.
Vicror H. BECKMAN.

Mr. FORDNEY. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, I think the
peaple of this country are particularly fortunate in having as the
chairman of the Committee on Ways and Means the gentleman
from New York [Mr. PaYNE] at this time, especially in the prep-
aration of this tariff bill. I want to do the chairman the honor
to say that I believe that his knowledge of the tariff laws of this
country to-day is far superior to that of any other man in the
country. Therefore I think the people of the country have
especially been Dbenefited because of his expert knowledge in
the preparation of this bill. I have not always agreed with
the gentleman from New York as to the fixing of rates in some
of the schedules, but it is because I thought that he was wrong
and that I was right. I have in many instances, however,
yielded to his good judgment in his explanation of his ideas of
the correct rates to be fixed on particular articles in the bill.
I am happy to say, however, that he yielded to my wishes in
some things, which I considered a great compliment to me.

If I may be permitted, I will read just a few remarks, and
then I will take up the question of lumber and will be pleased,
indeed, to answer the question of any man on any phase of the
lumber schedule. I will give as courteous and correct a reply
as I am able to. If I am unable to explain to your satisfac-
tion any part of that schedule, I will readily yield to your
better judgment and confess my ignorance of the industry,

The American people at the last election were called on to
make choice between two propositions for revising the existing
tariff law.

The Democratic party declared, in their platform, for an
“imme'dla.te revision of the tariff by the reduction of import
duties.”

The Republican party declared—
unequiveeally for the revislon of the tariff by a special sesslon of
Congress immediately following the inauguration of the next President,

And it further declared that—

In all tariff legislation the true principle ofwgmtu'ﬂon is best main-

ined by the imposition of such daties as 11 ual the difference
between the cogt of production at home and ah'o:%, together with a
reasonable profit to American industries, and the benefits that follow

ta

are best secured by the establishment of maximum and minimum rates,
* * ¢ the minimum to represent the normal measure of protection
at home—

And—
the maximum to be available to meet discriminations by foreign
countries against American goods entering their markets, the alm and
purpose of the Be[.;lublicnn policy being not only to preserve, without
excessive dutles, that security against foreign competition to which
American manufacturers, farmers, and producers are entitled, but also
to maintain the high standard of living of the wage-earners of this
country, who are the most direct beneficiaries of the protective system.

The American people, by an overwhelming majority, decided
in favor of the Republican plan for and manner of tariff re-
vision. Therefore, Mr., Chairman, the Republican platform is
our chart and compass, and I for one shall be guided and gov-
erned by it absolutely. Indeed, I am frank to say that had I
not been fully in accord with it and willing to subscribe to it
without gqualification I could not and would not have aceepted
a seat in this House at the hands of an electorate whose pro-
fession of political faith it embodies. Entire frankness obliges
me to say further that, in my opinion, some of the schedules or
parts of schedules in the bill as reported by the Committee on
Ways and Means do not measure up fully to the standard of
protection commanded by the platform promises of the Repub-
lican party, and I trust upon a fuller digestion of all the facts
presented to the committee amendments will be presented to
cover such errors and omissions as are shown to exist. With
the exeeptions I have suggested, the bill is good in that in some
of its schedules, where it has been shown that rates in the
present law are higher than are necessary to preserve the home
market to the American producer, those rates have been cut
down in this bill to the protective limit; and in other schedules,
where it has been shown to the committee that increased rates
of duty were required to enable our own producers to success-
fully compete in the home market with foreign-made products—
made where wages are only from one-half to one-third as high
as in this country and where the manner of living of the wage-
earners is such as no American citizen who is a wellwisher of
his country would be willing to have his wage-earning fellow-
citizen live—the rates of duty have been advanced.

In addition to the revision or review of the whole tariff law,
and the changes of rates of duty referred to, the committee has
put in this bill o minimum and maximum provision, and this I
regard of the utmost value to all the people of this country
engaged in gainful pursuits. The minimum rates are, accord-
ing to our best judgment, only sufficient to cover “the differ-
ence in eost of production at home and abroad, together with a
reasonable profit to the American producer,” therefore the mini-
mum rates of duty on all of the products of the farm, forge,
and factory, mine and mill, thus enabling the workers thereon
and therein to receive American wages in their various oecu-
pations, which are from two to four times as much as is
received for the same work in other countries, consequently to
live better, eat more and better food, wear more and better
clothing, and altogether to be better men and women than the
people occupying similar positions in any other country in the
world.

Also, we have made some changes in the administrative
clauses which are beneficial, so that, as we believe, undervalua-
tion of imported goods at our customs-houses will be made
more difficult. Undervaluation is not only a crime in cheating
the Government of revenue, but by it the American producer is
robbed of the protection which is promised him by the schedule
rates, and the effort of the committee is to stop this nefarious
practice as far as possible. We have consequently established
specific instead of ad valorem rates to guard against under
valuations.

Mr, Chairman, the bill presented by the committee is not per-
fect—no tariff ever was and, as human knowledge is limited
and human judgment is fallible, I assume none ever will be—
but, as I have before said, this bill, taking into consideration
all the difficulties and perplexities surrounding the formation of
a tariff law covering 4,000 items, to be eperative upon and touch-
ing the industries and daily life of 90,000,000 of people, and ex-
cepting the errors and omissions to which I have referred and
which I hope will be corrected before final passage, I declare as
my deliberate judgment that this bill will meet the requirements
of present existing business conditions and the expectation of
the American people, and not only bring to this country a re-
turn of the prosperity which we enjoyed before the late panie,
but a sufficient revenue to meet the expenses of the Government,
thus justifying the confidence placed in the Republican party
by the voters of the country. [Applause.]

LUMBER.

Mr. Chairman, much has been said about the duty on lumber.
The present rate of duty collected on pine and other lumber, not
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including hard woods, coming into this country from Canada,
British Columbia, and Mexico is $2 per thousand feet on rough
sawed lumber, and on dressed lumber or planed lumber an addi-
tional duty is added, 50 cents for each side or edge planed,
and another rate of duty on lumber converted into flooring,
ceiling, siding, and such like.

The ad valorem rate of duty is 11 per cent, the lowest rate
of duty collected on any prominent product coming into the
United States. Every man who purchases lumber and does not
produce it would like to have lumber placed upon the free list.
The human family are all selfish. All want the highest measure
of protection to their own preduct, whether it be agricultural
or manufactured or labor, but believe they could purchase
the things they consume but do not produce, at a less price,
if duties on such articles were removed. It is quite inconsist-
ent for any man to ask for protection on his finished product
and free trade on his raw material, when his raw material is
the finished product of his neighbor. The tanners demanding
free raw hides and protection on leather are most inconsistent
in such demands.

The lumber industry in the United States is one of the great
industries of the country. The production last year reached
the enormous sum of 40,000,000,000 feet, one-half of which was
produced in the Southern States. The market value, at the
point of manufacture, for this lumber is about $15 per thousand
feet, or a total value of $600,000,000. The cost of production,
not including stumpage, is about two-thirds of this total sum,
or $400,000,000; labor receiving at least $300,000,000 of this
amount. The average freight rate on the entire forty billion
is about $7.50 per thousand feet. This industry furnishes a
greater tonnage to transportation than does any other industry
except agricnlture. Seven hundred and fifty thousand to 800,000
men are eriployed in the manufacturing of lumber. About
30,000 sawn..ils are scattered about the country in every State
in the Union. More than 26,000,000,000 feet of the output is
produced by small sawmills, none of which ecut more than
10,000,000 feet per year. Some small towns in many States
are entirely dependent for employment upon this industry.

It is true our forests are being rapidly depleted of their mag-
nificent pine timber, and values of stumpage are increasing.
The lumber industry needs protection only on low grades of
coarse lumber. Our high grades compete in the markets of the
world with any lumber from any part of the world, but a very
large percentage of the product of the tree is low grade, and
British Celumbia is mauch interested in seeing the duty on lum-
ber wiped out, that they might enjoy a greater proportion of
our market., On the low-grade or coarse lumber the operator
has the greatest struggle to realize a profit or the cost of pro-
duction, and it is on this the lnmbermen are making a desperate
fight to maintain the small measure of protectlon now provided
for in the Dingley law.

I am a firm believer in protection to every American industry,
Iumber included. I know of no reason why lumber should be
made the mark for free-trade argument. Men engaged in that
business are just as honorable and fair in their dealings as any
other class on earth, and no man, high or low, great or small,
has any license to make any statement to the contrary. If he
does make such a statement, he does it with absolute unfairness
and prejudice and without cause or provocation.

Under present conditions, prices in all lines of industry are
depressed, none more so than in the lumber industry. No great
industry can be mentioned or poinfted to in the United States
that has suffered more during our present finanecial disturb-
ance than has the lumber industry. While the price of lumber
to the manufacturer has fallen off fully 40 per cent in the last
twenty months, values of agricultural products have practically
remain unchanged, and there never was a time in the history of
the Republic when a given amount of agricultural products
would buy more lumber than they will to-day. Therefore, if
this statement be correct, and I insist that it is, what reason
is there in the contention that the values of lumber are out of
harmony with other values at the present time?

Mr. Chairman, in advocating a duty giving a fair measure of
protection to lumber, I have in mind the army of laboring men
employed in that industry and the amount of the purchasing
power they may have in supplying the necessities of life and a
few comforts to their wives and their children. I also have in
mind and give due consideration to the men who spend their
lifetime in the industry and have their capital invested. Much
credit is due to any man in legitimate lines of industry who
acquires wealth, if he is fair in his dealings, and no less credit
should be given to manufacturers of lumber than to men engaged
in any other line of industry.

Some people have gone into hysterics over the gquestion of
free lumber. I want to ask any man present or within the

sound of my voice if he can pick out a single prominent industry
in this country that has as low a rate ad valorem protection
as has lumber. I defy any man to point it out. There is none
in the entire tariff laws that has anywhere near as low a rate
of protection as has the lumber industry. All kinds of manu-
factures and farm products are used in the production of lum-
ber in this country, consumed by the lumbermen or the people
engaged in that business. Not one single article consumed by
any man engaged in the industry has anywhere near as small
an amount of protection as the finished product of the lumber-
man—rough lumber. Wheat, oats, and corn, all kinds of farm
products, have somewhere from 25 to 60 per cent ad valorem
protection. All those articles are used to a very large extent
in the manufacture of lumber. Machinery, such as engines,
cables, saws, belting, and all kinds of lumbering tools have
the highest measure of protection. Every industry in the coun-
try furnishing those supplies to the lumbermen has more pro-
tection than has lumber.

Mr. FERRIS. Mr. Chairman——

The CHAIRMAN, Will the gentleman from Michigan yield
to the gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr. FErris] ?

Mr. FORDNEY. Yes; I will be pleased to do so

Mr. FERRIS. Does lhe gentleman refer to the existing sched-
ule or to the one in the proposed bill?

Mr. FORDNEY. Either one.

Mr. FERRIS. I wish the gentleman would, if he can do so
without trouble, let me know how much revenue the Govern-
ment has received annually from the lumber schedules since the
enactment of the Dingley law.

Mr. FORDNEY. I can give it to you in round numbers.
The importations of lumber, which come principally from
Canada, are somewhere in the neighborhood of 800,000,000 or
900,000,000 feet, and the duty about $1,600,000 or $1,700,000.
The dressed lumber, such as flooring, siding, and ceiling, ready
for the use of the carpenter, pays a higher rate of duty, and on
all kinds the total revenues amount to less than $3,000

Mr. TAWNEY. And the revenue for the whole mnount im-
ported from Canada is a little over a million dollars?

Mr. TOWNSEND. That is the statement of the estimated
revenues, $3,650,000,

Mr. TAWNEY. That is what it is.

Mr. GAINES. On rough lumber, $1,700,000 in 1906.

Mr. FORDNEY. That is the amount that is paid on the
rough lumber.

Mr. BARTLETT of Georgia
to ask him a question?

Mr. FORDNEY. Yes, sir.

Mr. BARTLETT of Georgia. The gentleman is aware that
certain southern Atlantic and Gulf States are interested in
yellow-pine Iumber. Has the gentleman investigated and de-
termined whether the freight rates from the lumber mills in
the South, in Georgia, South Carolina, Alabama, and Tennessee,
are not so high as to prevent competition with Canadian lum-
ber on that lumber coming from any of the States which I
have mentioned coming into competition with Canadian lumber
at Chicago and the West, and in States north of the Ohio River,
and I suppose the principal amount of lumber from which these
revenues were received is rough lumber?

Mr., FORDNEY, I would say to the gentleman that the total
production of lumber in the entire United States last year was
40,000,000,000 feet. Of that amount, nineteen billions, and about
400,000,000 feet were produced in the 12 Southern States.
The average freight paid on all lumber—all rough Ilumber,
shipped, dressed, or planed in the United States—was about
£7.50 per thousand feet. From the State of Mississippi the rate
on lumber to the Canadian border is about 30 cents per hun-
dred pounds. Where the lumber is rough, not dried, it weighs
about 4 pounds to the foot, or 4,000 pounds to the thousand
feet, or $12 per thousand freight. If it is dry lumber, it weighs
about 3 pounds to the foot or $9 per thousand feet. Canadian
lumber can be taken from any port on the Lakes by water ship-
ment and delivered to Chicago, Milwaukee, Detroit, Toledo,
Cleveland, Buffalo, Tonawanda, or any of the principal dis-
tributing points upon the Great Lakes for about $1.75 to $2
per thousand feet, whereas from the southern mills it will cost
over $7.50 per thousand feet to the same distributing point.

Mr. BARTLETT of Georgia. Now, may I ask the gentleman
another question?

Mr. FORDNEY. Yes, sir.

Mr. BARTLETT of Georgia. If the tariff were taken off
rough lumber and the other kinds, would not the freight rates
that you have given be prohibitive, so far as permitting the
lumber from southern mills to compete with Canadian lumber?

Mr. FORDNEY. It would beyond a certain zone or terri-
tory; but when you get to a certain zone or point between two

Will the gentleman permit me
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great distributing points of manufactured lumber, then there is
a territory along which there is common fighting ground, and
in this territory the southern lumber will be met by the Cana-
dian Iumber.

Mr. BARTLETT of Georgia, Now, if the gentleman will par-
don me one minute more?

Mr. FORDNEY. I will say that the better quality of lum-
ber—the best lumber manufactured in this country and in Can-
ada or in any other country—has a ready market and can com-
pete with any lumber in the world in any market of the world.

Mr. BARTLETT of Georgia. Just one question more.

Mr. FORDNEY. I yield to the gentleman,

Mr. BARTLETT of Georgia. What I was undertaking to
arrive at and get an opinion on from the gentleman, who is so
bountifully supplied with knowledge on the subject, is this: If
this tax remain on the rough lumber at $2 per thousand under
the Dingley bill, the people who are engaged in the production
of lumber in the parts of the country to which I referred—the
Southern States—can not compete with the Canadian lumber in
ithe States north of the Ohio. ;

Mr. FORDNEY. You can not in certain territories. The
best markets in the world for the consumption of lumber are
the thickly populated States of Indiana, Ohio, Pennsylvania,
Illinois, Iowa, and those territories.

Mr. BARTLETT of Georgia. Then the tax being left on or
taken off would not aid our people to successfully compete
for any of the lumber trade in the localities the gentleman has
mentioned ?

Mr. FORDNEY. I did not catch that question.

Mr. BARTLETT of Georgia. That is, whether the tax of $2
a thousand on rough lumber remains as it is in the Dingley
bill or is reduced to $1.50 or is taken off altogether will not
permit the people who manufacture lumber in the Southern
States to compete with the Canadian lumber in the localities
that the gentleman has stated?

Mr. FORDNEY. I will answer it in this way: The $2 duty
now on lumber permits your southern lumber to ge to a certain
zone in the markets, and there it meets the lumber from Canada.
Any reduction in that duty that would give an advantage
to Canada, forces you back to your second trench, and lessens
your market for your southern lumber. [Applause.]

Mr, BYRD. I understood you to say, and I think you are
correct in it, that this duty does not do the southern yellow-pine
dealer any good, except on his cheaper grades; that he ean take
the better grades of his lumber and compete with the world.

Mr. FORDNEY. You do not need it in the lumber industry
in any territory in the outside world on your high-priced lumber.

Mr. BYRD. Now, the cheap lumber only costs about $9 a
thousand to make it at the mill, does it not? Is not that all?

Mr. FORDNEY. That depends on the kind of lumber you are
making and the territory in which your timber stands.

Mr. BYRD. You are in the lumber business in Mississippi,
are you not?

Mr. FORDNEY. Yes.

Mr. BYRD. It costs you $9 a thousand to make it, does it not?

Mr. FORDNEY. Yes.

Mr. BYRD. Two dollars a thousand on $9; what per cent is
that?

Mr. FORDNEY. You figure it out.
questions,

Mr. BYRD. Then you are mistaken when you say that it is a
less rate of duty than we have on any other product or article?

Mr. FORDNEY. Oh, no, my friend. You can not give a
fair comparison by picking out your mill culls or scoots, the
lowest grade in the product of the log. You must take the
entire product of the log in order to get a fair average.

Mr. BYRD. I say, it does not do you any good except on the
lower grades, according to your statement; and if it does not,
and the lower grade is only worth $9, then $2 on $9 makes
between 20 and 25 per cent,

Mr. FORDNEY. Whether it is low grade or whether it is
high grade, you meet the Canadian high-grade lumber with
your high-grade lumber, or you meet their low-grade lumber
with your low grades, and free trade gives them just that much
advantage over you.

Mr, BYRD. Still, you do not answer the guestion.

Mr. FORDNEY. Now wait a minute. My dear friend, if
you must reduce the price on your high geade to a minimum,
you then incur a loss on 60 per cent of the product of your log,
and you can not exist or make a profit on the whole output

Mr. BYRD. I want the gentleman to stand by what he has
just said—that the duty does you no good on your high grades.

Myr. FORDNEY. It is not needed to compete with Canada in
any foreign markets in the world on high grades,

I will answer your

XLIV—21

Mr. BYRD. Is it not true that the yellow-pine people and
people principally from the States south of the Ohio River
sell annually from $4,000,000 to $5,000,000 worth of their lum-
ber in Canada in competition with the Canadian lumber?

Mr. FORDNEY. No; I do not think it is. Let me answer
that right here. I am engaged in that business myself, and I
think the gentleman from New York [Mr. Payxe] did the in-
dustry this much injustice, not intentionally, but as an error of
judgment on his part: It has been said that southern lumber
is going into Canada in large quantities. I say that statement
is not correct, no matter from whom it comes, because there
is no lumber going into Canada to-day, except on special bills,
such as timbers 12 by 12, in long lengths. In Canada there is
no longleaf pine, and there is no timber in the United States
except Douglas fir from the Pacific coast that equals it in
strength and lasting quality for building purposes, such as
bridge timbers and bill timbers of all kinds. Canada comes to
our market to get special bills and no other,

Mr. BYRD. Now, will you answer this question: If we in-
sist on this $2 duty and tax on the cheaper grades of Canadian
lumber, is there not danger of Canada putting on a retaliatory
duty =0 as to tax the yellow-pine timber out of Canada, so
that they will get their own supply from the forests of the
Pacific coast?

Mr. FORDNEY. The great danger of removing the duty on
lumber is of bringing in the competition of the low grades of
lumber from British Columbia and from the maritime provinces
of Canada, the low grades meeting our southern pine in Ohio,
Indiana, and the territory along the line of those States.

Mr. BYRD., Will the gentleman answer another question?

Mr. FORDNEY. I will, in a minute. I will be pleased to
answer any question the gentleman may ask, if I can have time
to answer it. Now, in the preparation and manufacture of
this lumber, such as I have mentioned, it is oftgn found to the
advantage of the sawmill men in taking a coayse log, if it is
perfectly sound, to put it into bridge timber or building timber,
which will admit of some coarse knots; and in putting that
class of timber into bridge and building timber instead of into
boards, a higher price is obtained for it, whereas if it is put
into boards it goes into a low grade of lumber, or mill culls,
and sells for six or seven dollars a thousand at the mills, If
you put it into bridge or building timber, you get $18 or $20 for
it. That is the advantage the southern lumbermen have in pre-
paring bills of that special character and shipping it into
Canada.

Mr. BYRD. Is it not a fact that the Inmber association of
British Columbia, one »f the provinces in Canada, ean manu-
facture a grade to compete with the southern pine, and that
they are now petitioning the Canadian Parlinment to put such
a duty on yellow pine so as to enable them to supply the markets
of eastern Canada, which is now cut out by the overland freight
rates?

Mr. FORDNEY. We have many kinds of timber in this
country that will produce lumber which will compete with the
British Columbia timber, but as I have said, for bridge timber,
strength and lasting qualities, the longleaf pine and the Douglas
fir from the Pacific coast are the best timbers in the country.
But when you come down to common grades, such as box, shook,
barn boards, and lumber that is sheltered from the weather,
any kind of cheap lumber will do just as well as southern pine
or the Douglas fir.

Mr. KITCHIN. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FORDNEY. I will yield to the gentleman.

Mr. KITCHIN. The gentleman said a while ago that the
great consuming districts in this country were the States of
Illinois, Indiana, Ohio, and Pennsylvania.

Mr. FORDNEY. The thickly populated States.

Mr. KITCHIN. Is it not a fact that less than 3 per cent of
the shipments of lumber from the Southern States on the At-
lantie seaboard are shipped into this great consuming territory?

Mr. FORDNEY. I beg to differ with the gentleman. The
firm in which I am interested in the State of Mississippi shipped
last year 36,000,000 feet, and 95 per cent of it went into the
States I have named.

Mr. KITCHIN. But is not the market for the Atlantic sea-
board States in the Sonth, New England, the State of New
York, and part of Pennsylvania and West Virginia?

Mr. FORDNEY. The market for southern lumber is in the
North. You have nothing to the south but the Gulf of Mexico.
The amount of lumber consumed in the South—in the warmer
climates, where people do not build as good houses to live in as
they build in the colder climates, they do not consume the
amount of lumber per capita that the people do in the colder
countries.
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Mr. KITCHIN. The gentleman does not catch the point of
my inquiry. Do the shipments of lumber from the States of
Virginia, South Carolina, Xorth Carolina, and Georgia, that go
into the great consuming States mentioned by you—Illinois, In-
dinna, Ohio, and other Western States—amount to more than
8 per cent of thelr output?

Mr. FORDNEY. 1 think it is much larger. The great por-
tion of the product goes north; I know it is so from our mill.

Mr. KITCHIN. The gentleman says that in the high grade
of timber there is no meed of protection. I agree with him.
But what does he mean by low grades, and what prices do
they bring f. o. b. at the mill? I recollect that it was stated
before your committee that this low grade of lumber is lumber
that =ells for $6 to $8.

Mr, FORDNEY. The distinction between high and low grade
lumber is this, especially in the South, in the longleaf yellow-
pine belt and the shortleaf pine belt of the South. The usual
number of logs cut from each tree—say, 12, 14, or 16 feet in
length, which are standard lengths—are about four logs to the
average tree. The average height of the body of a tree is from
50 to 60 feet. There is one log in every tree fallen—and that is
the top log, among the limbs—that makes coarse boards when
cut into lumber. 8o that in all cases the top log in every tree,
and many times the second log from the top, has limbs and knots
in ¥, and the lumber cut from those logs is the low-grade coarse
Iumber,

The high-grade lumber is that portion of the tree from the
firet or second logs in the tree, which is free from defects such
as knots or ring rots, or, as lumbermen call it, “ punk knots.”

Mr. KITCHIN. And that same kind of grade, low grade and
high grade, pertains to the log of the tree in Canada just the
same as in the United States?

AMr. FORDNEY. Oh, anywhere in the country. Now, my
friend, the difference as to the price of your lumber depends
on whether or not you can take the log from the woods, convert
it into lumber and finish it, and put it on board of cars at a
profit, or whether it pays you to leave that coarse log in the
woods.

When the price of your low-grade lumber is so low, $5, $6,
$7, $8, or $9 per thousand, when put on cars at your mill, it
will cost that much money to take the log from the woods and
convert it into lumber and put it on the cars. Unless you can
see some profit in it you are going to leave it lie where the tree
has fallen in the woods, and therefore, instead of conserving
your forests, you abandon the coarse logs in the woods and de-
plete your forests by leaving 20, 25, or 30 per cent of the forest
lying in the woods for the fire to destroy.

Mr. KITCHIN. If this class of lumper which the gentleman
speaks of as low grade will net at the mill f.0.b. from $10 to
$12, the gentleman does not think that will need any protection,
does he?

Mr. FORDNEY. Mr. Chairman, I believe that every piece of
the tree, if it is no bigger than a match, is entitled to protec-
tion, no matter what grade it is. [Applause and laughter.]

Mr. KITCHIN. Will this bill or does the Dingley bill pro-
tect this low-grade stuff that will net $12 £, o. b.?

Mr. FORDNEY. It gets a fair measure of protection, but
not as much as I would like.

Mr. KITCHIN. If, however, it nets from $7 to $8 at the
mills, this protection is about 25 or 30 per cent ad valorem, is
it not?

Mr. FORDNEY. I did not say net. I said the cost of pro-
duction, figuring nothing for the stumpage—the timber, the
price you pay for it in the woods.

My, KITCHIN. You misunderstood the question. If your
low grades net, selling price f. o. b. at the mill, from $6 to $8,
then the ad valorem tariff now is about 25 or 30 per cent.

Mr. FORDNEY. Oh, yes; on your low grades it is high, but
how about your white pine that sells as high as $70 per
thousand? What is the ad valorem there?

Mr. KITCHIN. It would be about 3 per cent.

Mr. FORDNEY. If you pick out low grades and measure
the ad valorem as against the entire product of the log, why,
when sorting beans, do not you put the duty on the hand-picked
Ireans, and not on the beans that go to Boston for baked beans?

Mr. KI''CHIN. I understood the gentleman fo say that the
high-grade lumber needs no protection.

Mr. FORDNEY. In the foreign markets of the world we can
compete with any lumber from any country in the world. That
is the position.

Mr. KITCHIN, Is it not a fact that we export of boards
and deals and low grades and high grades——

Mr. FORDNEY. No.

Mr. KITCHIN. Wait a minute. Do we not export twice as
much as we import from every country in the world of that
game class of stuff that we import?

Mr, FORDNEY. I do not know of any exports of low-grade
lumber from any part of the United States.

Mr. KITCHIN. Is it not a fact that last year we exported
of the very kind of lumber, planks, board, and deals, rough
and planed, more than twice as much as the whole outside
world imported into this country?

Mr. FORDNEY. I have no doubt that that statement is

correct.

Mr. KITCHIN. And of the same class of material.

Mr. FORDNEY. Wait; let me answer the gentleman’s gues-
tion. The gentleman can stand here and ask me questions all
day, and I will answer them courteously, but let me have time to
answer them. Now, I say this: That we export our high grades,
and in the foreign markets meet the Inmber from any country
in the world. The gentleman from New York [Mr. PAYNE]
stated the other day that our exports from the Pacific coast far
exceeded that from British Columbia, when it had been stated
that it cost less money to produce lumber in British Columbia
than it does in the great States of Washington, Oregon, and
California. Let me tell you why that is trne. Ie is correct
in that statement, but it needs an explanation.

Only the high grades are exporfed. No sawmill man in the
world can run steadily day after day and cut up the product of
the log and pile up in his yard the low-grade lumber without any
market for it and continue to export his high grades, and the
British Columbia exporting market is limited absolutely by the
market she has for her low grades; and she has been here this
winter, through representatives of British Columbia ownership
in timber, demanding that the tariff wall of $2 per thousand be
taken down, so that they can enjoy the markets of the United
States for their low grades, and thereby increase their export on
their high grades. [Applause on the Republican side.]

Mr. THOMAS of North Carolina. Will the gentleman yield
to me?

Mr. FORDNEY. Yes.

Mr. THOMAS of North Carolina. I want to ask the gen-
tleman, speaking about zones, if it is not an indisputable fact
that—as to southern lumber, and especially as to the lower
erades of southern lumber—the lumbermen of North Carolina,
Georgia, and the other Southern States do market their lumber
in the markets of New York and Pennsylvania in competition
with Canada?

Mr. FORDNEY. Very little, indeed, sir; because the freight
is prohibitive. Now, let me say something about freights——

Mr. THOMAS of North Carolina. One minute. My informa-
tion is that the lumbermen of North Carolina—and I take it
also of other Southern States—do market their lumber, both
the low grades and the high grades, in the markets of Pennsyl-
vania and New York. That is my information.

Mr. FORDNEY. Canada, you say?

Mr. THOMAS of North Carolina. No; I said in competition
with Canada. I will repeat my question if necessary, but I
do not think it is necessary.

Mr. FORDNEY. Perhaps I understood your guestion, and if
80 I will answer, and if I did not you can ask me again. Low-
grade lumber from southern mills comes in competition in
the States of Pennsylvania and New York with the low-grade
lumber of many varieties of timber, such as hemlock and hard-
woods of all kinds. Hemlock, no matter where it is marketed,
is low-grade lumber, and sells in connection with the low grande—
from 30 to 40 or 50 per cent—of the product of the longleaf
pine of the South, and you must meet that competition and a
high rate of freight when you get into other territory; and the
low-grade pine coming from Canada and the hemlock produced
over there meets those low grades in these great consuming States,
and therefore the competition is very keen and the profit ex-
ceedingly small, if any at all

Mr. THOMAS of North Carolina. That is exactly the point
I was making. The lumber cut, according to the figcures of
1906, in North Carolina, was worth $20,000,000. The lumber
cut of the whole South is about one-half the product of the
country. Now, my information is that the lumber of my
State—and, I take it, of other Southern States—is marketed
in the markets of New York and Pennsylyania, in that competi-
tive zone to which the gentleman refers, and it is now marketed
there and comes in competition with Canadian Tnmber. I am
not speaking of any shipments into Canada. Now, one further
question : Allusion has been made here te low grades of lnmber.
I think I understand fully what the gentleman means by the
low grades——

Mr. FORDNEY. Coarse lumber.

Mr. THOMAS of North Carolina. Yes; I am talking about
the rough or coarse lumber of the lower grades. As has been
stated on the floor, southern yellow pine can compete with the
world, but is it not a fact that within the last decade the low
grades of lumber, Nos. 2 and 3, have been most largely manu-
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factured in the South, and that the southern mills have gone
largely into the manufacture of low grades of lumber? Is
that the fact or not?

Mr, FORDNEY. That is the fact in many cases, let me say,
gentlemen. The only men appearing before the Committee on
Ways and Means and advocating a reduction of the duty or a
removal of the duty on lumber were from a little territory in
the State of Minnesota, and I want to tell you about that be-
fore I go further in answering those questions.

There came before our committee, and I will be plain and
mention their names, a man by the name of Knappen, and, I
believe he is in the city, and I hope he is in the gallery to hear
what I have to say. There came with him a Mr. Lynch, who is
well known te gentlemen from Minnesota as the campaign man-
ager of Governor Johnson of that State, an elegant gentleman.
There came with him a man by the name of Rogers, a lumber-
man, and another gentleman by the name of Scanlon. Mr.
Scanlon and his associates have large lumber holdings in the
State of Louisiana. Those gentlemen advocated a removal of
the duty on lumber.

Mr. Knappen, a young gentleman who prepared a magnificent
paper and presented it to the committee, was the spokesman of
the crowd. He represented himself to be the secretary of the
Great Northwestern Conservation Assoclation. I asked Mr.
Knappen who the men were that made up the association. He
smiled and said, *“ I am principally it.”

It developed, however, that Mr. Knappen was here as the
representative of the other gentlemen whose names I have men-
tioned. I remember Mr. Rogers in particular advocating the
abolition of the duty on imported lumber; and he stated, as I
now remember it, that the consumer would get the benefit of a
reduction, but that the yard dealer would be benefited in that
$2 reduction by the fact that he would have less money invested
in his stock of Iumber in the yard, and therefore his investment
would be less, his insurance would be less, and his risk in every
respect would be less, but that the consumer would get all the
reduction. Now, let me tell you, gentlemen, I believe Mr.
Knappen would not know a sawmill if he met it in the road.
[Laughter.] He never was a manufacturer of lnmber, and ad-
mitted that fact to the committee. I say that he was the spokes-
man for the other gentlemen. Mr. Scanlon, Mr. Rogers, and
Mr. Lynch all admitted they had exceedingly large holdings of
timber in British Columbia and were manufacturing in British
Columbia.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Mr. Chairman, did not those men
testify that they owned timber both in Canada, or both in
British Columbia and the United States?

Mr. FORDNEY. Mr. Scanlon did, and I have just stated
that he owned timber in Louisiana. A few days later a Mr.
Bloedel, a lumber manufacturer living in the district of the
gentleman from Washington [Mr. HumpHREY], at Bellingham,
came geross the country to Washington to request the reten-
tion of the duty on lumber, becanse he is in the business and
interested. On his way—at Minot, N. Dak—a Mr. Murphy,
whose letter I hold in my hand, got on the train with Mr.
Bloedel, and in a conversation the question of the tariff came
up. Mr. Muarphy said that there was one thing in the tariff
bill that he wanted to see put on the free list, and that was
lumber, Ar. Bloedel stated :

That is the one thing that I do not want to see put on the free list.

Murphy said:

If you had my end of the string you would want to see free lumber.

I am a farmer, living at Minot, N. Dak. I own some farms about there,

and in the last few years have been putting up some bulldings. I

placed an order with a lumber yard at Minot, N. Dak., the other day

for eleven hundred dollars’ worth of lumber, and I paid $24, $26, and

28 per thousand feet for bill and dimension stuff, barn boards, and so
orth, and It is too high. - .

Bloedel said to him:

What did you pay for those same grades two years ago, my friend?
Absolutely the same price, sir—

He replied.

Mr. Bloedel then turned to him and said:

My friend, let me tell you wmetbinf. I know who you bought that
lumber from. His name is Rogers, is it not?

Mr. MurprHY. Yes, sir.

Mr. BroepeEn. Mr. Rogers Is to-day buying these des of lumber at
from $5 to $8 per thousand feet less than he did eighteen months ago,
and he is charging you the very same price per thousand feet you paid
him when he paid a lower wholesale price for it.

Mr. KITCHIN. Will the gentleman allow me to interrupt
him?

Mr. FORDNEY. This is the gentleman, Mr. Rogers, that
came before our committee and said that the consumer would
get the benefit of the reducticn of the duty. [Laughter and
applause on the Republican side.] I hold in my hand a state-

ment prepared and presented to me after a thorough investiga-
tion, I am told, and I will show youn to what extent Mr. Rogers
is interested in lumber yards in North Dakota, the gentleman
who wanted free trade on lumber and said the consumer would
be benefited by the removal of the duty. He is interested in
and I am told is the president of four companies—the Rogers
Lumber Company, the Meyers Lumber Company, the Long-
worthy Lumber Company, and the Phoenix Lumber Company—
which companies have 99 retail yards in that country. In 54
out of 74 towns they own 1 yard; in 18 towns they own 2 yards;
and in 2 towns they own 3 yards, and absolutely monopolize
the retail lumber industry in that region.

Mr, KITCHIN. Now will the gentleman allow me?

Mr. FORDNEY. Let me finish this statement. That gen-
tleman is manufacturing lumber in British Columbia, and he is
exacting from the Dakota consumer the same price to-day, $7,
$8, and $10 profit above that which he received when the lumber
industry was in its prime two years ago. [Applause on the
Republican side.]

Mr. SLAYDEN. Will the gentleman allow me to ask him a
question?

Mr. FORDNEY. I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. SLAYDEN. Does the gentleman know whether Mr.
Rogers has the retail price of his lumber fixed by an association
with headquarters in St. Louis, Chicago, or somewhere else,
as I have been informed is done for retailers in the State of
Texas?

Mr. FORDNEY. Mr. Pinchot, of the Forestry Department,
came before our committee, and while we know that that de-
partment of justice has for two or three years been investi-
gating, if I have it correct, have had at their disposal and spent
about $500,000 of the Government's money trying to find and
locate a lumber trust, admitted before the committee that he
had not been able to find one anywhere. [Renewed applause
on the Republican side.]

Mr. SLAYDEN. I have my information from lumber people
in Texas that prices were fixed for our section of the country
in St. Louis, and I know of numerous instances reported by
reliable people charging that the price of lumber is fixed for
them there, and that the retail dealers do not dare to depart
from the schedule so fixed.

Mr. MANN. If the gentleman will permit a correction? The
gentleman states that Mr. Pinchot has been making investiga-
tion as to whether there was a lumber trust. No investigation
has been made by Mr. Pinchot through the Foresiry Service,
but by the Bureau of Corporations.

Mr. FORDNEY. Well, the gentleman may be correct. I
think he is. Mr. Pinchot has access to the facts obtained by
the investigation, and he has at his disposal all the information
gathered by the Government. Now I am going to answer this
gentleman as to the existence of a lumber trust. I have heen
in the Jumber business since I was a boy and I have never
known in that business any such thing to exist, and it is pretiy
certain that I would have known something about it if it had
existed.

Mr, SLAYDEN. Mr. Rockefeller has the same sort of igno-
rance with reference to an oil trust.

Mr. FORDNEY. Do not class me with Rockefeller. I hope
the gentleman does not dispute the correctness of my statement.

Mr. SLAYDEN. You have just said that Rogers himself
had a monopoly and controlled the trade.

Mr. FORDNEY. Well, suppose you had a peanut stand and
there was nobody else had one, you would have a monopoly
of the business, would you not? [Laughter.]

Mr. SLAYDEN. Do you not know that the price of lnmber
is fixed by associations throughout the United States?

Mr. FORDNEY. No; I do not. There is no such thing in
this country, and I defy the gentleman to furnish any reliable
proof of his assertion. [Applause on the Republican side.]

Mr. SLAYDEN. I have at least been told that it was so.

Mr. FORDNEY. Oh, I have been told that there is a hell
and a heaven, but I have never been there. [Laughter.]

Mr. SLAYDEN. I have been told so by a number of people,
and if the gentleman will be courteous and patient

Mr. FORDNEY. Certainly I will.

Mr. SLAYDEN. I have been told so by a man who is the
owner of standing timber, who is a manufacturer of lumber in
the State of Louisiana, who is a wholesale dealer in lumber in
Texas; and, furthermore, he wrote me the other day that, in the
interest of the people, I ought to vote for free lumber and free
coal. [Applause.]

Mr. FORDNEY. I will be courteous with you, my friend ; and
let me say to you that if you will request that fellow to come

' forward with his proof of a combination, and if he furnishes

the proof, I will show you a white blackbird. [Laughter,]}
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Mr. SLAYDEN. I think it very likely they cover their tracks
so that you can not get witnesses; but that it exists is a matter
of common knowledge.

Mr. HARDY. I buy lumber, and we have retail lumber deal-
ers in my town. I had one of those gentlemen come to me for
the purpose of investigating this question of the lumber trust.
He showed me circular price lists issued from a syndicate in
St. Louis, by the month, and told me that every mill in south
Texas that he went to had that circular price list, and he had
to buy his lumber at those prices, and I have those circular
price lists in my office to-day. It is simply a pricing machine,
or combine or trust, or call it what you will; but it makes the
market price. [Applause on the Democratic side.]

Mr. FORDNEY. Now, let me answer that.

Mr. HARDY. And those prices are made from year to year
and month to month.

Mr. FORDNEY. Let me answer your question. I will re-
peat that I have been in the lumber business since I was a boy,
and I hope to remain in that business until I die, because I
do not know anything about any other line of business; but I
will demand from the people to whom I sell lumber the best
price I ean obtain, but deal fair with them.

Mr. HARDY. Very well. Will you combine with all the
other lumber producers to fix the price?

Mr. FORDNEY. No; I never did and never will.

Mr. HARDY. And if you do combine—

Mr. FORDNEY. I think it would be unjust. I do not think
it ever has been or ever will be done. I will tell you why it
has not. In the United States there are to-day about 30,000 saw-
mills, and out of the 40,000,000,000 feet of lumber cut last year
26,000,000,000 feet were cut by small sawmills, none of which
cut more than 10,000,000 feet in any one year. [Applause.]

Now, in the face of that fact, will you say there is a lumber
trust among the manufacturers of lumber? I am not a retailer
of lumber. I am a manufacturer, and I know of no combina-
tion, and there is none in existence, and I defy any man to
come forward with proof to the contrary.

Mr. HARDY. Then, I ask you, how do you account for this
price list coming from St. Louis? What would you call proof?

Mr. FORDNEY. Ob, I never was in St. Louis but once in my
life, and I do not know anything about the retail trade there.

Mr. HARDY. But this is the retail {rade in Texas—with
prices fixed at nearly all the mills there by a mill men's syn-
dicate in St. Louis.

Mr. FORDNEY. And I am not at all concerned in it, in my
remarks, because I am ignorant of the conditions existing there,

Mr, HARDY. But I am asking you about this circular that
goes down to southeast Texas and fixes the price of our lumber
there for the mills in southeast Texas—fixes the price at the
mills for the retail dealer in lumber. I have not only the word
of one retailer but of more than one retailer who showed me
these circulars, and my own personal inspection of these
monthly circulars. How do you account for that, if there is no
agreement—no gentleman’s agreement or trust in lumber? It
may not be a trust, but it makes a noise just like one.

AMr. FORDNEY. I do not know anything about your eircu-
lars. I have a circular here which I want to explain to the
House.

Mr. HARDY. Those are the facts anyhow.

Mr. FORDNEY. I want to say that while some cirenlars may
be unreliable, I want to show you how unreliable this one ig,
and it has the name of my friend Mr. Knappen attached to it.

Mr. SLAYDEN. Now will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FORDNEY. Wait a minute, and I will yield.

Mr. GAINES. Before my colleague goes on may I ask this

question?
Mr. FORDNEY. Yes.
Mr. GAINES. Have you stated that Mr. Pinchot testified

before our committee that he had been for several years look-
ing for a lumber trust and could not find one and did not believe
that it existed in the country?

Mr. FORDNEY. Yes; he did so state. Now, my friend, let
me state this, and then I will answer your question.

The CHATRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired.

Mr. BOUTELL. I ask unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Michigan be allowed to complete his remarks,

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman from Illinois asks unani-
mous consent that the gentleman from Michigan be allowed to
proceed until he completes his remarks. Is there objection?
[After a pause.] The Chair hears none.

Mr. MANN. There ought to be some limit on the time.

Mr. FORDNEY, The gentleman knows that I am answering
questions. There are several other things I want to speak
about besides lumber. I am endeavoring to answer all questions
courteously, and all I ask is sufficient time, but I do not want

to take up more time than the patience of the House will accord
to

me.

M;' MANN. Has the matter of time been closed, Mr. Chair-
man

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair submitted the request and an-
nounced that there was no objection.

Mr. MANN. I did not hear the Chair. It seems to me there
ought to be some limit of time where it is purely asking ques-
tions. I ask unanimous consent that the gentleman may pro-
ceed for one hour.

Mr. GAINES. I make the point of order, Mr. Chairman,
that the committee has already granted the gentelman time to
complete his remarks.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I want to ask the gentleman one
question.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Michigan yield
to the gentleman from Missouri?

Mr. FORDNEY. Yes.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I want to ask a gquestion in con-
nection with the one asked by the gentleman from West Vir-
ginia: Is it not also true that after we got through with these
hearings it was announced in the public press that Mr. Weyer-
hauser and Mr. Walker and others were down here at the
New Willard Hotel forming a lumber trust?

Mr. FORDNEY. I saw it in the papers the other day that
King Edward was having an operation for appendicitis, but
I do not know anything about the truth of the statement.
[Laughter.] I will be courteous to the gentleman from Mis-
sourl. Mr. Walker was here in November or December, I
know also that Mr. Weyerhauser, junior, was here, but Mr.
Weyerhauser, senior, has not been here to my knowledge this
winter,

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I know that, because he is sick.

Mr. FORDNEY. Mr. Chairman, this gentleman, EKnappen,
the only man representing the only interest here asking for free
trade on lumber, as an American citizen demanding protection
for the consumer, whose sole interest seems to be in the con-
sumer, has sent out a cireular published in the American Lum-
berman, and I want to call attention to it.

Mr. Scanlon, from Minneapolig, of the Brooks-Seanlon Lum-
ber Company, and Theodore Knappen, as secretary of a timber-
holding company of British Columbia, say they have recently
purchased 1,500,000,000 feet of standing timber, which I know
can be purchased for from 50 to 75 cents per thousand feet,
have offered for sale stock in that company, ecapitalized at
$6,000,000—I say, they offer to dispose of the stock of their
company to American citizens, which means, at this price, $4
per thousand on the billion and a half feet. That is the class
of men that have been here asking for a reduction of the duty
on lumber. If we have to go to British Columbia or England
to get the opinion of King Edward or to the Czar of Russia as
how to make up the schedules in the tariff bill, where does the
wisdom of the members of the committee and this House
come in? v

Mr, GRONNA. Will the gentleman yield for a question?

Mr. FORDNEY. Yes; I will yield to the gentleman from
North Dakota. 7

Mr. GRONNA., Since the gentleman has referred to Mr.
Murphy, of my State, whom I know very well, I want to ask
the gentleman if it is not true, or if he knows anything to the
contrary, that lumber is now being sold at retail in the State
of North Dakota by the Retail Lumber Association?

Mr. FORDNEY. I have not the slightest idea of any such
thing; I never heard of it. I have Mr, Murphy's letter with the
figures stating the price he paid, and it was given to Mr. Blau-
dell on the train. I have repeated just what he stated; and if
the gentleman knows him, I ask him for the integrity of Murphy
as a gentleman.

Mr. GRONNA. If the gentleman will permit me, I will say
that I have been a retailer of lnmber and have sold a great deal
of it, and the price is regulated absolutely by the Minneapolis
association. [Applause.]

Mr. FORDNEY. Association of what?

Mr. GRONNA. Association of lumbermen.

Mr. FORDNEY. Producers of rough lumber or retailers that
fix the price to the consumer? Will the gentleman be fair? I
am pleading for the protection of rough lumber, and I know
nothing about the retail business. Tell me whether or not that
association is an association of manufacturers of rough lumber
or a retail association.

Mr. GRONNA. If the gentleman will permit me, I will ex-
plain. The people of my State—I can not answer the gquestion
by yes or no—the people of our State have demanded free lum-
ber, for they believe that by having free lumber it would be sold
considerably cheaper than it now is. Of course, that is a gues-
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tion we can not now decide. But the retailers of the State of
North Dakota, the individual retailers, are being driven out of
business.

Mr. FORDNEY. By whom?

Mr. GRONNA. By these associations.

Mr. FORDNEY. Who makes up the associations?

Mr. GRONNA. I could give the gentleman the names if he
would give me the time.

Mr. FORDNEY. Tell me who they are, if you know; and if
you do not know, say so.

Mr. GRONNA. Some of them are manufacturers.

Mr. FORDNEY. Who are they?

Mr. TAWNEY. Will the gentleman from Michigan perm.it
me to ask the gentleman from North Dakota a question?

Mr. FORDNEY. Yes.

Mr. TAWNEY. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask the gentle-
man from North Dakota if it is not a fact that the price he
speaks of being fixed by an association in Minneapolis is not
fixed by a retail lumber dealers’ association; and is not this
also the fact, or was it not the faet only a short time ago, that
that association parcels out the territory in which the loeal re-
tail dealer may sell lumber, and that if the manufacturer in
Minneapolis sells direct to the consumer within that territory
he is either blacklisted or must pay to the local dealer 10 per
cent of the amount of the cost of the lumber sold by the manu-
facturer to the consmmer?

Mr. FORDNEY. Mr. Chairman——

Mr. GRONNA. Mr. Chairman, I will ask the gentleman from
Michigan if I may have permission to answer that question.

Mr. FORDNEY. Let me say to the gentleman——

Mr. GRONNA. But I would like to answer the guestion of
the gentleman from Minnesota.

Mr. FORDNEY. I refuse to yield any longer. I am going to
answer the gentleman. Gentlemen come here with generalities,
but I wish to say to them to bring their proof, and if they
know of any such thing they ought to do it. You have had
for three months the oportunity to furnish the proof, and why
do you not present it. Do not deal in generalities.

Mr. TAWNEY. The gentleman need not address his remarks
to me. I was talking about a retail lumber dealers’ association.
I do not know that there is a combination among the manu-
facturers.

Mr. FORDNEY. Gentlemen should not attempt to prejudice
the Members of this House with generalities without the facts.

Mr. GRONNA. But I know personally of the facts. I have
been a retail lumber dealer.

Mr. FORDNEY. What proof has the gentleman?

Mr. GRONNA. I know of my own knowledge.

Mr. FORDNEY. Bring the proof in here. I refuse to an-
swer any further questions of that character, because the
gentleman only makes statements. Now I yield to the gentle-
man from Texas [Mr. SLAYDEN].

Mr. SLAYDEN. But the gemtleman has just laid down a
condition that I ean not possibly comply with.

Mr. FORDNEY. If the gentleman’s inquiry is along the
same line as the others, there is nothing to it except to prejudice
some man within the sound of his veice without furnishing proof.

Mr. SLAYDEN. Will the gentleman permit me to put the
question and let us see? The gentleman has yielded to me three
or four times for a question, and then has turned his back ‘on
me and declined to hear it.

Mr. MANN. The gentleman can ask his question without
complaining about it.

Mr. SLAYDEN. I am addressing my remarks, Mr. Chair-
man, to the gentleman from Michigan, and not to the gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. MANN].

Mr. MANN. That is very fortunate.

Mr. SLAYDEN. And, Mr. Chairman, I appeal for protection
from the gentleman from Illinois.

Mr., MANN. And I hope the genfleman from Michigan will
appeal for protection from the gentleman from Texas [Mr.
ScaypeN], who unfortunately has lost his temper although he
is one of the most genial Members of the House.

Mr. SLAYDEN. Mr. Chairman, I have asked the privilege,
and invariably addressed the Chair, and T have not injected my
questions into a conversation between other Members.

Mr. FORDNEY. Please ask the question.

Mr. SLAYDEN. I want fo ask the gentleman if he does not
think it is a significant and suspicious circumstance when all
the retail dealers in a particular commodity make a uniform
price throughout a large given territory, and when that is fur-
ther confirmed by credible and respectable people. with the
statement that the prices are named by the lumbermen’s asso-
elatlotn hi ?St. Louis, and does not that make what we speak of
as a trus

Mr. FORDNEY. Good God, I bhave explained that in the
plainest way, in my opinion, that it could be explained. Here
is Rogers, a lumber trust within himself.

Mr. SLAYDEN. And there is another one in St. Louis, and
that makes two.

Mr. FORDNEY. Wait a minute. Do you blame the manufac-
turer in Mississippi for what Rogers is doing in North Dakota?

Mr. SLAYDEN. No; but I blame the manufacturer who asso-
ciates himself with them.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will state that the gentleman
from Michigan is entitled to the floor.

Mr. FORDNEY. Do not go too far. Do not come here and
criticise # manufacturer of rough lumber in Mississippi, or in
any other State, for what the retailer is doing in North Dakota.
I know nothing about their associations, and the manufacturers
of rough Iumber are in no way responsible. I shall not answer
any more questions along that line, because gentlemen do not
furnish the proof.

Mr. KITCHIN. Will the gentleman permit a slight infer-
ruption right there?

Mr. FORDNEY. Yes; and then I must go on.

Mr. KITCHIN. The gentleman denies that there is a trust.
Is it not a fact that most or a larger portion of the standing
timber in this country is in the hands of a very few people?

Mr. FORDNEY. No; it is not.

Mr. KITCHIN. I will ask the gentleman——

Mr. FORDNEY. Wait a minute. It was stated before the
Committee on Ways and Means that those great timber holdings
of the couniry amounted to about 2 per cent of the standing
timber of the United States. I know, my friend, that some men
do have large holdings of timber; and, so help me God, if I had
the money I would be one of them, and I ought not to be criti-
cised for it, either. [Applause and laughter.]

Mr. KITCHIN. Just one more question, so as to jog up the
gentleman's memory. Did not you state in the hearings before
the Ways and Means Committee that most of the profit arising
under the protective tariff was made by the stumpage men, and
that the stumpage of the United States had gone into “ strong
hands?' Did not you use that language?

Mr. FORDNEY. I might have, but not just in the same line
in which the question of the gentleman has been put.

Mr. KITCHIN. Will the gentleman please explain what he
meant by the timber holdings going into “ strong hands?”

Mr. FORDNEY., Men who are able to hold and demand such
a price as will bring to them a fair return or profit on their in-
vestment,

Mr. KITCHIN. Another question right there——

Mr. FORDNEY. No; I am not going to answer any more
such questions. If you will ask me a question for information,
I will answer it, but I do not want you to take any more of my
time in this way. I will be courteous, but do not be afraid that
I am alarmed about any question you may ask me, for I can
answer the gentleman correctly and will answer it without fear,

Mr. KITCHIN. I believe the gentleman will. Will you per-
mit one question?

Mr. FORDNEY. Yes.

Mr. KITCHIN. BSpeaking about large stumpage holders,
you attended the recent lumber banquet at the New Willard
Hotel?

Mr. FORDNEY. No, sir; I did not.

Mr. KITCHIN. You read the speeches.

Mr. FORDNEY. No; I did not.

Mr. KITCHIN. Have you not heard that Mr. Skinner, the
chairman of a committee sent to Washington by the Pacific
Coast Lumber Manufacturers’' Association, stated in his speéech
there that half of the standing timber of this country was in
the States of Washington, Oregon, and Califernia, and 90 per
cent of that half was in the hands of a few individuals and
corporations?

Mr. FORDNEY. I do not know that Mr. Skinner made any
such statement. If he did, I think it is entirely incorrect, be-
cause I know better. I know as much about the business as
Mr. Skinner, because I have been in the business since before
he was born.

Mr. KITCHIN, He is a larger Iumber operator than you
are——

Mr. FORDNEY. Perhaps he is.

Mr. KITCHIN (continuing). And a strong protective tariff
advoeate?

Mr. FORDNEY. Oh, yes; he is a splendid fellow and satu-
rated with the same theory of Republican principles that Mr,
Crarxk said I possessed, and I am proud of it.

Mr. KITCHIN. Then you would not mind his statement go-
ing in the Recorp that 90 per cent

Mr. FORDNEY. No; I did not say anything of the kind.
I admire Mr, Skinner for his advocacy of the protective tariff
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to American industries; that is what I said. [Applause on the
Republican side.]

Mr. RANSDELL of Louisiana. Mr, Chairman, will the gen-
tleman allow me to ask a question?

Mr. FORDNEY. Yes.

Mr. RANSDELL of Louisiana. I want to emphasize this
question about a trust before the gentleman leaves it. If I
understand it correctly, there are over 28,000 mills in this coun-
itry manufacturing lumber. .

Mr. FORDNEY. Yes.

Mr. RANSDELL of Louisiana, There are a great many of
them in my district. I want to ask the gentleman if it would
not be practically impossible to get 28,000 manufacturing cor-
porations to go into any trust; if it is not as nearly impossible
as it is to get the cotton producers of the South to go into a trust
to raise the price of cotton, which certain people down there have
tried to do and have failed.

Mr. FORDNEY. Yes. Certainly there is no such thing as a
lumber trust. It may be that certain men in the retail business,
in local territories, combine to control prices to the consumer. I
do not know anything about it. I have often heard it is so, but
whether it is true or not I do not know; but I do know in general
that the manufacturer of rough lumber, the man who takes the
tree from the forest, who converts it into lumber and puts it on
the market, knows no trust and never did, to my knowledge, in
the United States.

Mr. BYRD. I want to ask the gentleman a question in re-
gard to a lumber trust. Is there not an understanding in
Mississippi among the sawmills and retail dealers, your mill
being one of the manufacturing establishments of the State,
that if a manufacturer of lumber sells directly to the consumer
that the retailers will boycott his mill?

Mr. FORDNEY. Nothing of the kind. It is absolutely bun-
combe.

Mr. BYRD. Let me say here that I know absolutely of what
I speak.

Mr. FORDNEY. I say that you do not know a blamed thing
about it. )

Mr. GARRETT. I call the gentleman to order, Mr. Chair-
man. I demand that his words be taken down.

Mr. FORDNEY. Mr. Chairman, let me say to you that if I
have used strong language, unbecoming a Member of the House,
I wish to apologize. But I say this, that when the gentleman
says that there is a combination of that kind, and that my firm
belongs to it, then I say that he knows nothing about it. That
is what I said, and that is what I repeat. No man has any
license to say that my firm belongs to a lumber trust.

Mr. BYRD. I did not say that.

Mr. FORDNEY. You asked me if my firm did not belong to
that combination.

Mr. BYRD. Among the lumber retailers and manufacturers,
I said, was that not an understanding? And now, if you will
let me explain, I will tell you that it is so, and give my reasons
for it. The legislature of Mississippi investigated the question
and directed the attorney-general to prosecute the lumber trust,
and it was then discovered, namely, that there was an under-
standing between retail dealers in the State that if the manu-
facturers sold directly to the consumer the manufacturer would
be boycotted by every retail lumber dealer in the State.

Mr. FORDNEY. Let me say, in the most courteous terms—
and if T have offended you I will most humbly apologize—that
I never heard of such a thing until it was uttered from your
lips. I say that you have no license to say that my firm belongs
to a trust. That is what I said.

Mr. BYRD. I did not say that it belonged to a trust. I did
not say that. I said there was an understanding.

Mr, FORDNEY. If you did not, then I will apologize.

Mr. BYRD. Your mill is in Mississippi, is it not?

Mr. SIMS. My district and State are interested in this mat-
ter. I would like to ask how much of the duty goes to the owner
of the lnmber as such, and how much goes to the manufacturer,
the mill man, so that it may go in turn to the labor he employs?
I really want information. )

Mr. FORDNEY. I will tell you, my friend. Mr. Chair-
man——

Mr. GARDNER of Michigan. Mr. Chairman, the gentleman
from Michigan [Mr. ForoNEY] has been exceedingly courteous.
He has answered all inquiries that have been made of him. I
want to inquire how long should this thing, in courtesy to the
gentleman from Michigan, continue?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Michigan [Mr. Forp-
xEY] is at liberty to decline to answer any question whenever
he chooses.

Mr, FORDNEY. I think that gentlemen in the House are
laboring under a misapprehension about the lumber industry,

and I believe I know something about it, and would like to
explain it, and explain it correctly, and be courteous in my
explanation. I will just stay here and answer questions as
long as the House will bear with me and give me time, but they
must be in order in their questions and give me reasonable
t.in:ate‘-yj in which to answer; and I will be courteous, as before
stated.

Mr. SIMS. Now, I will ask the gquestion over, because I am
not asking it in the spirit of antagonism, but for information.

Mr, FORDNEY, That is all right, my friend. Go ahead.

Mr. SIMS. Does any of the present duty of $2 go to the
owner of the timber, the stumpage man; and if so, and in the
judgment of the gentleman, about how much? If any of it goes
to the manufacturer of lumber, in what proportion, to the best
of the gentleman's knowledge of the subject?

Mr. FORDNEY. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the com-
mittee, just how much of that $2, if it is wiped out, would go
to the consumer or to the man that owns stumpage or to the
planing-mill man or to the sawmill man or to the retailer no
man on earth can tell. But I will say that at one time I was a
manufacturer of lumber in Canada when there was a duty on
lumber of $2 per thousand feet. As an exporter to the United
States, I often thought that if that $2 were removed on the
30,000,000 feet of lumber that my firm produced annually we
would be benefited to the extent of $60,000.

We looked for it all, and so do the Canadians look for the entire
benefit, and the retail lumber dealer expects to get it all, and
the consumer expects to get it. Just how much each one along
the line of the movement of lumber would get no man on earth
can tell. The price of lumber in this country depends upon the
supply and the demand; and if you wish to conserve the forests,
let me say to you that bringing in foreign lumber to reduce
the price of lumber to the consumer is not the correct method
to be employed to conserve the forests of the United States.
Let me explain this. Let me say, gentlemen, that 25 per cent
of the timber in the tree is left in the woods and rots or burns,
because there is no money in removing it, and the manufacturer,
therefore, leaves in the woods that portion of the tree in which
there is no profit to him.

Mr. Swenck, I think a German, who is the chief forester on
the Vanderbilt estate in North Carolina, stated the other day
that in Germany the timber as it stands in the tree in the
forest—and Germany is the mother of foresiry countries—
to-day brings from $17 to $50 per thousand feet in the forests.
When the time comes that the timber in the forests of the
United States is worth anything like that amount, then, gentle-
men, it will be that American citizens or the American Gov-
ernment or the various States can go into forestry conserva-
tion. No private citizen, or set of men, can to-day raise timber
or cultivate forests with the hope of realizing from it during
his lifetime. But the time must come, I say, when high price
of stumpage must prevail in order to conserve our forests, and
I would suggest this plan. I have thought the matter over very
seriously. I am too old to attempt to reforest any part of the
land and expect to realize profit from it during my lifetime,
Now, if a State or the Government, where reforestation is prac-
ticable, will set as.de certain land free from taxation until that
timber is cut and then tax the man who owns the timber a
certain amount per thousand feet, so that local political bodies
can not tax the life out of his property before he is ready to
market it, then you will engage in reforestation, and not until
then. [Applause.]

Mr. SIMS. I got a letter from a gentleman living in one of
the counties in my distriet that claimed seriously that if this
$2 would come off, it would come off the people who owned the
timber. He claimed that the entire thing would come off the
owner of the timber and not off the manufacturer. I want the
gentleman, if possible, to furnish me the information so that I
may answer that letter.

Mr. FORDNEY. The gentleman is wrong in his claim. One
gentleman has said that a great deal of the lands in forests
are to-day in the hands of moneyed mmen who can afford and
will hold them until they get their price. I am one of the
fortunate number of gentlemen. I own a little standing timber,
I can furnish a livelihcod for my wife and children and wait
until I get my own price for that standing timber, and I will
do it.

Mr. GRONNA. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman allow me to
ask him a question for information?

AMr. FORDNEY. Yes, sir.

Mr, GRONNA. The gentleman has been very courteous in
answering gentlemen's questions. I want to know the mill
price for the last five years—whether it has been increased
or decreased on such lumber as we use—in boards and dimen-
sion stuff?
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Mr. FORDNEY. I can say to you that two years ago, when
high prices were prevailing in all lines of industry, the average
of Mississippi longleaf pine would be for all produets of the
log, except the lowest grades of mill culls, from $18 to $20
per thousand feet. That same lumber is selling to-day f. o. b.
at the mills for §12; and the firm in which I am interested last
vear, as I said, manufactured and sold 86,000,000 feet of tim-
ber—and it cost us to produce it no less than $10 a thousand
feet to take it from the woods and convert it into the finished
product and put it on board the cars—and we sold it for less
than an average of $13 per thousand, and we paid $3.50 per
thousand for the timber in the woods, and at the end of the
year we had lost money.

Now, my friend, if by the removal of this $2 per thousand
duty the consumer gets the entire benefit of it, how long do you
suppose we would run and lose an additional $2 per thousand
feet on 36,000,000 feet a year, or 140,000 feet per day? We
would not run fifteen minutes. We would close our sawmills,
discharge the 300 men employed, pay taxes on our timber, and
hold it for a better day.

Mr. GRONNA. I want to thank the gentleman for the in-
formation. I have not said at any time that I laid all the
blame on the manufacturers.

Mr. FORDNEY. I wish to answer the gentleman’s question,
and I mean to be courteous. I have not been sarcastic, have I?

Mr. GRONNA. Not at all.

Mr. FORDNEY. I would not think of being so to my dear
friend.

Mr. EDWARDS of Kentucky.
a question.

Mr. FORDNEY. Yes.

Mr. EDWARDS of Kentucky. He stated that the total pro-
duction of lumber in this country is 40,000,000,000 feet.

Mr. FORDNEY. Yes.

Mr. EDWARDS of Kentucky. And that 26,000,000,000 feet
of that is produced by the small mills.

Mr. FORDNEY. Yes. :

Mr. EDWARDS of Kentucky. Now, I wish you would state
for the information of the House—taking into consideration
the production of all the mills of all classes of lumber, the
black oak and the blackjack and all that sort of stuff—about
what per cent of that 40,000,000,000 feet would be termed * high-
grade” lumber?

Mr. FORDNEY. There is not to exceed 10 per cent of the
cholcest grades, or clear lnmber. It varies very much. On the
Pacific coast, in the great redwood belt and the fir and spruce
countries, the percentage of clear lumber of high grade runs
from 40 to 80 per cent of the product of the tree. In the South
it is not to exceed 5 per cent, and in the great white-pine belt
in its palmy %ays 10 per cent was an exceedingly high average
of high-grade lumber; but the low grade, the grade that is in
danger, consists of about 50 per cent of the product of the tree,
taking the entire cut of the whole country.

Mr. RANSDELL of Louisiana. Not to interrupt the gentle-
man, I would like to ask him a question.

Mr. FORDNEY. I would be pleased to answer it.

Mr. RANSDELL of Louisiana. I want to ask the gentleman
if the principal clamor for free Ilumber does not come from
sections of the Union which had a great deal of timber a few
years ago and were very glad to receive the benefits, if there
were any benefits, in the Dingley bill?

Mr. FORDNEY. Yes.

Mr. RANSDELL of Louisiana. But which have largely con-
sumed the timber they once had?

Mr. FORDNEY. Yes.

Mr. RANSDELL of Louisiana.

that are complaining now?

: Mr. FORDNEY. Yes. Mr. Chairman, in my home -eity,
Saginaw, Mich., there were at one time in a territory not to
exceed 13 miles away from that city 109 sawmills, and we
manufactured one year of our greatest production about
1,000,000,000 feet of lumber. To-day there is not 1 foot of pine
timber being cut in that part of the country. When a boy I
booked timber in that country, which I had an opportunity
to purchase if I had had the money, at from 25 to 50 cents per
thousand feet. To-day what white pine is left in the State of
Michigan will readily bring $25 per thousand feet in the tree,
and we are now bringing into the State of Michigan some lum-
ber from the States of Mississippi and Louisiana. Some lumber
from that section is going into my home city. To the price
paid on board the cars at the mill in your State there is added
$10 or $12 per thousand feet freight. Consequently the con-
sumers of lumber in Saginaw, Mich., pay to-day two or three
times what they paid for their lumber when it was in its bloom
in that State.

I want to ask the gentleman

If those are not the sections

Now, the great States of Iowa and Minnesota and the great
prairie States of the country are here to-day complaining about
the removal of the duty on hides. Gentlemen from those
States, hides are the finished product of your farmers. I am
frank to say that hides went on the free list against my earnest
protest. [Applause.]

My friend, when you come and ask protection on your fin-
ished product and free trade on the things you wish to buy
you are inconsistent. But that is human nature. I have a
letter from a man in Moline, Ill.,, in which he said he was a
manufacturer of farming implements, and especially plows, and
he said he wanted the duty removed on lumber and removed
from iron and steel and coal. But I say to you, my friend, that
the products of the factory in the Middle West demand and
must have the highest measure of protection in order to pay
decent wages to our laborers.

Great Goodness! How long was that man's foresight? He
could not see 1 inch beyond the end of his nose. He forgot
the 800,000 men employed in the lumber camps of this country.
[Applause.] He forgot the hundreds and thousands of men in
the iron mines, the rolling mills, and the coal mines. He for-
got all about the welfare of the miners hundreds of feet below
the surface of the earth digging coal to get bread and butter
for their wives and little children and who want some of
the comforts. Ah, any man that will come and demand free
trade on his raw material, which is his neighbor’s finished prod-
uct, and protection on his finished product is inconsistent. .

Now, gentlemen, I want to do a certain member of our com-
mittee honor and due credit, and that is the gentleman from
Colorado, Mr, Bonynge. He is not now a Member of this
House. He was a member of the Commitiee on Ways and
Means up to the 4th of March., I want to say to the people of
the country that his successsor, whom I have not had the honor
of meeting, must get off from his free-trade or tariff-for-revenue
theories if he wants to walk in the trail blazed for him by
my friend, Mr. Bonynge. [Applause.] No man put more stren-
uous, more determined, and honest effort for the cause of pro-
tection in this country into this bill than did my friend from
Colorado, Mr. Bonynge. I regret to see him go out as a Mem-
ber of this House, and no matter who his successor may be,
how fine a gentleman he may be, I hope to know him; but I
want to whisper in his ear that I hope he will stand by us as
loyally to the industries predominant in his State as did his
predecessor, Mr. Bonynge., [Applanse.]

Mr. WEISSE. Will the gentleman yield a few minutes io
me for a statement?

Mr, FORDNEY. I will yield to the gentleman.

Mr. WEISSE. Mr, Chairman, there is a reduction of 5 to
30 per cent on the following classes of leather and leather arti-
cles: Band and sole leather, from 20 per cent ad valorem to
5 per cent ad valorem. Upper leather, ealfskins, chamois skins,
kangaroo, sheep, and goatsking, and other leather not provided
for, from 20 per cent to 15 per cent ad valorem. Patent leather,
weighing not over 10 pounds per dozen skins, from 30 cents
per pound and 20 per cent ad valorem ; weighing over 10 pounds
and not over 25 pounds per dozen, from 30 cents per pound
and 10 per cent ad valorem; weighing over 25 pounds, from 20
cents per dozen and 20 cents per pound and 10 per cent ad
valorem, all to 20 per cent ad valorem. Pianoforte leather,
from 35 per eent ad valorem to 20 per cent ad valorem. Boots
and shoes, from 25 per cent ad valorem to 15 per cent ad va-
lorem. Shoe laces, from 50 cents per gross and 20 per cent ad
valorem to 15 per cent ad valorem. Leather cut into shoe up-
pers, and so forth, from 35 to 30 per cent ad valorem. All other
manufaectures of leather, from 35 per cent ad valorem to 30 per
cent ad valorem, of which the American people consume about
$700,000,000 worth. The average will be about 10 per cent, or a
reduction of $70,000,000, which the leather manufacturers are
willing to give up for a difference of 15 per cent on the hides; total
production of which is $70,000,000 dutiable, or a total of ten
million. The consumers of leather are getting $7 saving where
the others are loging a dollar on a hide.

Book of Estimated Revenue, Schedule N, pages 113-114, gives
the importation of leather and the amount of duty collected, but
does not close the subject, showing that there was a reduction in
the duty on heavy leather and leather goods made out of dutiable
hides, but connects gloves with it, and on page 119 closes in the
grand total, showing that there is an advance from 3425 to
39.09 in the proposed bill.

It is an unjust and untrue statement to the heavy leather
boot and shoe manufacturers and tanners and the members of
the Ways and Means Committee, as they attach to this state-
ment the duty on gloves, which has nothing to do with the other
class of leather, and no doubt intends to carry and impress one
that there is an increased duty on leather made out of dutiable
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hides. The fact of the matter is that this is entirely on gloves,
and we should not carry the burden of the outrageous increase
of tariff in the glove schedule. y

The fact is, heavy leather is reduced more than hides in
value. Hides, from 1888 to 1802, sold as low in Chicago as
4} cents, and advanced to 10 cents a pound in 1896, and went up
as high as 14 cents, and declined last year in panic to 6 cents a
pound for No. 1. Buffs to-day are 114 cents a pound.

Mr. FORDNEY. All I have to say about the duty on hides
is this: The duty on hides is 15 per cent ad valorem on heavy
hides. We import about 40 per cent of all the leather and hides
that is consumed in this country, and furnish at home about 60
per cent. The hide of an animal, as I have said, is the finished
product of the farmer. A gentleman representing the Armour
Packing Company, of Chicago, appeared before our committee
and said that to-day cattle 3 years old were selling, in De-
cember, for $96 a head. I asked him how much the hide from
that animal brought in the market after it had been taken from
ihe animal. He said that the price was about 10 cents a pound,
and an average hide weighed from 60 to 70 pounds. Therefore,
the hide would be worth about $7.

The duty at 15 per cent would be $1.05, or around a dollar,
He said the duty on the hide would amount to from 90 cents to
$1.20. I asked him how much by-products there was in the
animal and he replied 43 per cent, and that his firm made a
profit out of every one of the by-products of the animal.

When the hide of an animal is worth $7, and the total animal
brings from $75 to $96, it seems to me the farmer must get
something for the hide when selling the animal. He is not
likely to throw away 10 per cent of the value of the animal.
He is too shrewd a trader.

Now, my friends, I was not willing to make certain reduc-
tions, but I bowed to the will of the committee, and I say the
bill is a great bill—a compromise among men—and I am going
to stand by it; but I have a right to complain about some
flings. I believe that the reductions we made on leather goods
and leather were too severe and out of proportion to the removal
of the duty on raw hides, but I have no opportunity to get into
law my wishes on that and many other things in the bill, and
therefore I stand by the bill. Now, I yield to the gentleman
from Minnesota. :

Mr. TAWNEY. Mr. Chairman, I desire to ask the gentleman
from Michigan a few questions in regard to the proviso found
in paragraph 197, Schedule D—the lumber schedule. It reads:

Provided, That if any country, dependency, province, or other sub-
division of government shall Impose an export du or other export
charge of any kind whatsoever upon, or any discrimination against,
any forest product exported to the United States, etc.

Now, that is one subdivision of the proviso and relates en-
tirely to the effect of the imposition of an export duty, and, as I
understand that part of the proviso, if any Province in Canada
imposes an export duty or discriminates against the exporta-
tion of any forest product, then, and in that case, the duties
under section 3, which I understand are the duties imposed upon
lumber under the current law, would be collected?

Mr. FORDNEY. Yes.

Mr. TAWNEY. Now, the next part of the proviso is as fol-
lows:

Or if any country, dependency, province, or other subdivision of goy-
ernment forbids or restricts the exportation of any forest product to
the United States in any way, there shall be imposed upon all of the
forest products of such country when imported into the United States
the duties prescribed in section 8 of this act during the continuance of
such expors duties, charges, embargo, discrimination, or restriction,

Now, I want to ask the gentleman, because I know he is
familiar with the disposition of timber land in Canada, if it is
not a fact that there exists to-day, and has existed for at least
ten years, a condition in Canada or in the Provinces of Canada
which would make it absolutely impossible for any forest prod-
uect to be imported from Canada under the schedule as the com-
mittee has reported? That condition is the one which is em-
braced in all of the leases or contracts for the purchase of
timber limits in Canada, namely, that the timber must be manu-
factured in the Province, if it is provincial timber land that is
gold, or manufactured in the Dominion of Canada if it is federal
timber land that is sold by the federal government; and would
not that limitation of the manufacture of the timber amount
to such a restriction upon the exportation of forest products,
namely, logs, as to put into force automatically the Dingley
rates as soon as this bill became effective?

Mr. FORDNEY. Mr. Chairman, I will say this to the gen-
tleman, that prior to the enactment of the Dingley law the for-
est products of Canada were permitted to be taken across the
border into the United States without restriction. Any Amer-
jean citizen purchasing timber in Canada was accorded the
same privileges as a citizen of Canada.

; le. TAWNEY. That is, prior to the adoption of the Ding-
ey law. -

Mr. FORDNEY. Prior to the adoption of the Dingley law.
There was no discrimination as against American -citizens.
When the Dingley bill was enacted into law, there was a pro-
viso put into it which provided that if Canada placed an ex-
port duty on logs or round timber, or discriminated in any way
in the moving of logs by an export tax or a duty on logs or
boom sticks or chains, whatever that export duty amounted to,
imposed by Canada, the same should be added to the $2 duty on
rough lumber. That proviso was put in there for this purpose:
It was thought, I presume, that by putting then a $2 duty on
lumber, because under the Wilson bill lumber came in free,
that Canada would impose an export tax on logs, and at that
time 400,000,000 feet of Canadian logs, or timber cut from the
forests of Canada, were coming across the Lakes annually and
were manufactured in the great State of Michigan in its mills.

Mr. TAWNEY. If the gentleman will pardon me, I at that
time was a member of the Ways and Means Committee and
drafted the proviso in the Dingley law myself; and I want to
say to the gentleman, and for the information of the committee,
that that proviso was put on there because the Michigan lum-
berman, manufacturing lumber on the Michigan side but owning
timber in the Georgian Bay district, feared that the imposition
of the duty on lumber would prompt the Canadian government
or the Provinces of Canada to impose an export duty on the
logs on the free list.

Mr. FORDNEY. Provoke them to do it.

Mr. TAWNEY. Provoke them to do it, and this proviso was
inserted, and subsequent to the enactment of the Dingley law
the Provinece of Ontario proposed an export duty on logs, where-
upon the Secretary of the Treasury, Mr. Gage, announced that
in that event the duty on lumber in this paragraph, rough and
finished lumber, would be automatically increased by the
amount of the export duty.

Mr. FORDNEY. Yes.

Mr. TAWNEY. Thereupon the Province, several Provinces of
Canada, abandoned the policy of imposing an export duty, and
put in the timber limits contract a condition that the timber
must be manufactured in Canada. Now, is not that a restric-
tion such as is contemplated here?

Mr. FORDNEY. I will explain that fully; I want to do it,
because I do not wish any man to misunderstand the purposes
of the proviso. The Michigan lumberman did not want to
prevent the bringing of logs from Canada to Michigan sawimills
and to Ohio. The Cleveland Sawmill Company, of which R. G.
Hawley was president, had a large sawmill at Cleveland, Ohio,
and brought logs from the Great Lakes to that point to saw.
Since then, or since this bill went into effect, the Dingley law,
Canada readily got around that proviso by insegyfing a clause
in their timber licenses—for instance, in Canada no one owns
the timber but purchases from the government the right to cut
timber, paying a certain amount per thousand as stumpage when
cut. One bids at public auction and secures a license to cut
and you pay an additional $3 per square mile per year in some
instances, the tax varles, for the right to have your license
extended from the 1st of May each year to another year.

Instead of putting an export duty on logs they put a proviso
in the law that timber cut from erown lands must be manufac-
tured in Canada and thereby prohibited the exporting of logs
to the United States or any of its raw forests product. I am
guilty of having used my influence to get this proviso in this
bill, and I will tell you what is is for: Do not misunderstand me,
for I wish to be absolutely fair to every man and to Canada.
Canada to-day prevents her raw material coming to our mar-
kets, but is clamoring for the removal of duty on her finished
product lumber, and I am one of those who believe that Can-
ada must relinquish her hold on her raw material or her fin-
ished product shall pay the present rate of duty of $2 per
thousand on lumber. [Applause on the Republican side.] If
this bill is enacted into law with that proviso in there it means
this, gentlemen, that the American citizens will have access
to the raw material of the forests of Canada or she must pay
$2 per thousand on her rough lumber. Is there any good rea-
son why we should admit Canadian flour into our markets if
Canada will not permit her wheat to come across the line? Is
there any reason we should take any finished product from
Canada when she will not permit us to have her raw material?
If so, I would like to have some reasonable explanation of it,
This proviso, let me repeat, gentlemen, means that Canada
must change her custom and stop the diserimination against
Americans in her forests, or she must pay a duty on her fin-
ished products, which is a protection to the 800,000 men em-
ployed in sawmills in the United States. [Applause on the
Republican side.] _
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Mr. TAWNEY. Does the gentleman from Michigan believe it
is possible by legislation of this kind to impose upon Canada a
condition with reference to the disposition of the timber on her
public domain any more than Canada or any other foreign

 country could impose upon the United States a condition with
reference to the disposition of our public domain? I simply
ask this for the purpose of ascertaining whether or not in the
judgment of the gentleman from Michigan it would be possible
for this proviso here to change the fiscal policy of Canada with
respect to the disposition of her timber, and unless Canada does
change that fiscal policy then the rates in the Dingley bill will
continue to be in force notwithstanding this proposed reduction.

Mr, FORDXEY. Now, Mr. Chairman, let me say the United
States imposes no such restriction on Canada. Canada has ac-
cess to our forest products. There is no raw material in the
United States excluded from Canada’s market. [Applause on
the Republican side.] Canada has diseriminated against Ameri-
can citizens, and, by the heavens above me, I contend that we
have the right to strike back at Canada when she strikes at us.
[Applause on the Republican side.] And that proviso is in-
tended for that very purpose. We have no right to say to Can-
ada that she shall change the manner of disposing of her timber,
but we have the right to say, Mr. Chairman, to Canada that she
must make a change or pay a duty on the finished product.

Mr. TAWNEY. Will the gentleman permit another inguiry?

Mr. FORDNEY. Yes, sir.

Mr. TAWNEY. .Under the operation of this proviso, if any
province of Canada proposes to continue its present policy in
respect to the disposition of its timber, namely, prohibiting the
exportation of it, then the rates of duty provided in section 3,
which are the rates in the Dingley law, would apply as to all
forest products coming from the entire Dominion of Canada or
from any province in Canada, would they not?

Mr. FORDNEY. That is just what the proviso says exactly.
‘We meant to say that, and I hope it means everything it says.
There are parts of the Canadian country, or provinces over
there, that impose a crown-land charge of 65 cents per cord on
pulp wood, but if that pulp wood is manufactured in Canada,
25 cents per cord is rebated to the man that euts it, but if it
comes to the United States, to the great pulp mills in this coun-
try, from the country to which our pulp mills must look for
their raw material, they are discriminated against by the extra
charge of 25 cents a cord. And I say that it is unjust for
Canada to impose any such conditions, and she ought to be
brought to understand that we will look afier the interests of
this country just as earnestly and correctly as Canada looks
after her interests. [Applause.] -

Mr. TOWNSEND. On the subject about which the gentle-
man is now talking, the bill says:

If there is any discrimination on any forest product.

Now, that includes everything from saw logs to foothpicks,
does it not? :

Mr. FORDNEY. Yes, sir.

Mr. TOWNSEND. So that if there should be a diserimination
or restriction of any kind imposed by Canada upon toothpicks,
for instance, that would put the tax of $2 on lumber?

Mr. FORDNEY. Yes, sir; any forest product. And if yon
can give, my friend—and I am not quarreling with you—if you
can give any good reason why we should sit by and look on, and
allow Canada to discriminate against our eitizens without re-
taliating, I would like to have some man tell me why.

Mr. TOWNSEND, Would it not accomplish this if we re-
taliated on toothpicks, for instance, if the restriction was on
toothpicks? In other words, ought we to compel the imposition
of the tariff of $2 if we believe in $1, upon boards, if there is a
restriction upon some minor product? }

Mr. FORDNEY. Yes; but I think the gentleman is picturing
an extreme case. There is no disposition to impose a maximum
rate of duty on Canada’s forest products unless she discrimi-
nates against us in a substantial way. And I do not think any
American citizen would ask to have the full penalty imposed if
she discriminated in a single bundle of toothpicks, worth a
penny.

Mr. TOWNSEND. Understand, I agree with the gentleman in
this part of his discussion, and that we ought to protect our-
selves agninst any discrimination on the part of Canada. But
ought we to go so far as to pass a general law which could be
considered to absolutely defeat the intention of the Congress in
asking for $1 lumber?

Mr. FORDNEY. I will say to my colleague that I do not
know how much or what kind of language to put in that bill
that will be a basket clause that Canada can not get around
unless you discriminate against the entire forest produets. You
can not single out from anything that Canada might make from

her forest products and name them and have the proviso consti-

tutional. I think it i{s couched in fitting language and strong
enough so that Canada will understand that we have awakened
to the fact that we Lave been diseriminated against long enough,
and we will stand it no longer.

Mr. TAWNEY. If the gentleman will permit——

Mr. TOWNSEND. I wanted to carry this a little further. I
agree with the gentleman, and I dislike very much to interrupt.
I wish to say, without flattery, that no man has maintained him-
self better than the gentleman from Michigan has, and under
much provocation to become impatient. I think on this coun-
tervailing proposition we might possibly agree. Suppose there
should be a patent granted to some citizen of Canada under the
general laws covering some wood production; now, would the
collector of customs be entitled to impose a duty of $1 a thou-
sand on lumber if there was that restriction or regulation, or
whatever you call it, which somehow or other restricted the
introduction of that article into the United States?

Mr. FORDNEY. I will read that proviso. It is as follows:

Provided, That if any country, dependency, province, or other sub-
division of government shall impose an export duty or other export
charge of any kind whatsoever upon, or any discrimination against, an
forest product exported to the United States, or if any country, depend-
ency, province, or other subdivision of government forbids or restricts
the exportation of any forest product to the United States in any way,
there shall be imposed upon all of the forest products of such country
when imported into the United States the duoties prescribed in section 3
of this act during the continuance of such export dutles, charges,
embargo, diserimination, or restriction.

Now, just one minute and I will yield. I do not know how
to put it in stronger language. Had I been able to command
any stronger langnage I would have put it in there and, if pos-
sible, gotten the committee to accept it, because I do not want
to even leave a rat hole for Canada to get out of.

Mr. YOUNG of Michigan. Mr, Chairman, I just wish fo say
I do not see how it is possible the granting of a patent would in
any way restrict the importation of Canadian lumber or force
the product into this country. I certainly think if a special
privilege in the way of a patent should be granted for the mak-
ing of some article out of wood, it would be a strained con-
struction of this statute that would make it apply to a ecase
of that kind. T do not believe any Secretary of the Treasury
or any court would ever put any such construction upon it.

Mr., FORDNEY. 1 will say to my colleague that I believe
this—this proviso in paragraph 197, which applies to rough
Iumber, and rough lumber alone: I believe that the proviso if
taken into court wonld be construed fo mean—I am not a law-
yer, and never studied law for a minute, and I have kept out of
court all my life, with very few exceptions, and know very
little about law—but, in my opinion, this proviso in the para-
graph that relates to lumber, or some portion of the lumber in-
dustry, the court would construe to apply to all the lumber
schedule. There is a proviso in the pulp schedule. I be-
lieve the courts would correctly say that it was not the in-
tention of the proviso in paragraph 197 to be applied to the
pulp schedule, which is entirely another product.

Mr. DAWSON. I understand the gentleman says forest re-
strictions. Now, does not the gentleman mean that if there is
any restriction on the forests, it shall be restored upon the cor-
responding product?

Mr. FORDNEY:. Well, the great difficulty in describing all
forest products is this: Round timber, and shingle bolts and
heading bolts, and pickets and posts, and telegraph poles all
are forest products—forest products of some kind, and to de-
scribe them in the law itself would make it longer than the
moral law, and we might forget to cover some things of impor-
tance, and therefore it is covered in as strong language and as
few words as possible. [Laughter.]

Mr. TAWNEY. I want to ask the gentleman if it was his
intention under this proviso to affect the wood-pulp schedule in
Schedule M?

Mr. FORDNEY. I had in mind the lumber industry alone.

Mr. TAWNEY. Pulp is a forest product, and there is a pro-
viso which relates to pulp, and I think would be so construed
by the court as fo relate to pulp alone. In paragraph 197 there
is a proviso which the gentleman has inserted, which reads:

That if any country, dependency, province, or other subdivision of

government forbids or restriets the exportation of any forest product
of the United States in any way—

That would certainly include wood pulp, and if there is any
restriction on wood pulp or pulp wood, that restriction would
operate and put in force and effect the rates of the Dingley law.

Mr. FORDNEY. Can the gentleman suggest any language in
that provision that he would strike out that would not leave a
loophole for Canada to get away?

Mr. TAWNEY, I can suggest no language that would more
thoroughly carry out the purposes of the gentleman from Michi-
gan than the language he has used, which would make the peo-
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ple of the United States who desire and believe they ought to
have rough lumber free of duty depend upon Canada for that
benefit rather than upon the Congress of the United States.
[Applause.]

Mr. FORDNEY. Now, Mr. Chairman, when a fellow comes
along and hits you on the nose, you will strike back and hit
him where you can; and if you wait for a chance to hit him
on the nose you may not hit him at all

Mr. TAWNEY. But suppose the blow that you hit the other
fellow hurts you worse than it does him?

Mr. FORDNEY. I never hit a fellow in my life but that I
hurt him more than it hurt me.

Mr. SHERLEY. Will the gentleman allow me to ask him
this?

Mr. FORDNEY. I yield to the gentleman,

Mr. SHERLEY. Why is the reduction made from the Ding-
ley rates to the Payne rates on lumber?

Mr. FORDNEY. Why? Because the majority of the Repub-
lican members on the committee so voted, but against my earnest
protest.

Mr. SHERLEY. I am willing to believe that they had a
reason. What I am anxious to get at is that reason. The
gentleman has stated that he had a reason against their po-
sition.

Mr. FORDNEY. Those gentlemen on the committee who did
not agree with me, I want to say for them that it is an honest
difference of opinion. Perhaps they were right and I was
wrong, but I disagreed with them,

Mr. SHERLEY. Well, the assumption is this, is it not, that
they voted for a reduction because they thought a reduction
would be a benefit to the people of America?

Mr, FORDNEY. Let me say to you, my friend——

Mr. SHERLEY. You can say “yes” or “no” to that.

Mr. FORDNEY. Oh, well, I will answer it in my way, and
I will do it courteously. In the revision of the tariff, I want
to say to you, there was a difference of opinion at times between
the Republican Members as to how much reduetion or whether
any should be made in certain schedules. My friend from Ais-
souri [Mr. Crark] did me the honor to tell the absolute truth
about me. I sweat blood every time they reduced a schedule,
[Laughter.] Because, as Mr, CLARk has said, if they had done
me the honor to let me write this tariff bill I would have made
it almighty short, and in deference to him it would have been
almighty sweet to American citizens, I would not permit any
article that can be produced in this country to have the duty
upon it made so low that it could be produced abread and come
into this countiry and be sold at a price that would bring star-
vation wages to the man who gives his brawn and brain to the
making of it. [Applause on the Republican side.]

Mr. SHERLEY. Now, will the gentleman come back to the
issue? Is it not true that the reduction from the Dingley rate
to the Payne rate on lumber was made with the idea of afford-
ing relief to the American people?

Mr. FORDNEY. I never thought for a minute, after getting
the statement of the prices that Mr. Rogers is charging, that
the consumer would get one farthing of the reduction, especially
so0 if the retailers around the country are such fellows as some
gentlemen have described them to be.

Mr. SHERLEY. I am not asking the gent]en:mn to change
his view point; but for any sort of a logical argument we must
have a basis to start from.

Mr. FORDNEY. Yes.

Mr. SHERLEY. It must be assumed that that reduction was
made for that purpose. Now, if it was made for that purpose
is not the effect of the provision as to retaliation against another
country that if they do not agree to give up something that we do
not like, then we will punish ourselves by putting the rate back
to where we took it from?

Mr. FORDNEY. My friend, it is my opinion that the $2 per
thousand on rough lumber is not a sufficiently high tariff to be
protection beyond an amount that would appear as reasonable,
and I do not want to see it reduced.

Noav, I want to say this to you: I know of no interest in the
United States that is producing an article for consumption on
which I want to see the duty reduced to a point that the for-
eigner can come in and enjoy our markets and take them away
from the laboring men, or deprive them of their right to pro-
duce that article in this country. Now, my friend Crarx did
me simple justice yesterday in stating to the country that I
was a standpatter on the tariff guestion.

My friend Crark is one of the best fellows that ever lived.
He said to me one day, and I believed him and believe him now :

FoRDNEY, C uld
bﬂtl mm 'eon‘fgs]sg WO - cggrm.lttrgg and meqitao mkHe this tnri.ﬁ
yole 10T,

[Laughter.]

I believe I could have persuaded my friend to be a protection-
ist if we had been accorded that great honor. But whether
that is right or whether it is wrong, I want to say to the
gentleman that the industries of the South are of great
importance to the people of that country. Cotton is one of -
the greatest, amounting in volume to more than $450,000,000.
I would have been pleased to see the duty on imported cotton
fabrics increased.

The total im rtatlon of all manufactures of cotton

last . dutiabl

Cotton and cotton wnste not dutiable
Total
Duty collected, $38,999,267.30.

And those imported goods, to a very large extent, weré made
in Europe from cotton raised in the United States, exported to
Europe, there converted into the finished product by cheap
labor—receiving, especially in Belgium, an average of the measly
sum of 18 cents per day—and brought back to the United States,
and after paying the rates of duty fixed by law on such imports,
in some cases as high as 45 per cent ad valorem, and also paying
transportation both ways, are sold npon our markets below the
cost of production of the same fabrics manuvfactured in this
country. It would have pleased me to see the duty on this class
of goods materially increased.

I would also have been highly pleased to see a paragraph in
this bill providing for a duty on long-staple cofton. It is a
growing and important industry in the South, and needs protec-
tion to capital and labor to guarantee success. One hundred
million pounds were imported in 1907.

Fifteen years ago, and before the construction of cotton fac-
tories in the South, cotton sold at 5 cents per pound, and at that
time 10,000,000 bales of cotton brought not to exceed $300,000,000.
The producers of cotton at that time were not at all prosperous.
On the other hand, they gave a great deal of labor for the
money received for their crop, and were poor.

Cotton factories were built in the South, and immediately
tbere became competition for raw cotton between the mills of
the South and of the North and in Europe; and while the price
of cotton is now somewhere about 10 cents per pound, it brought
13 cents per pound less than two years ago. So that, for the
same labor and outlay, the cotton raisers of the South are re-
ceiving $600,000,000 for 10,000,000 bales of cotton, as compared
with half that amount fifteen years ago.

There are 10,500,000 spindles now operated in the cotton mills
of the South and over 15,000,000 in the North, yet the duty on
imported cotton fabrics is not sufficiently high to bring about
conditions to enable the manufacturing at home of all the cot-
tons we use. The establismment of these factories has diverted
from the farm a large number of employees, thus finding a place
in the factories for the surplus labor on the farm. This labor
so employed in the factory also consumed large quantities of
other farm products, such as vegetables and meat, and creates
a wider market for various farm products. The money paid to
this labor goes to the South, which would not go there were it
not for the cotton mills. Cotton is the predominating product
of the South, and therefore should receive its fair share of pro-
tection along with the products of other States. [Applause.]

Oh, gentlemen, such a condition should not exist; and I wounld
like to see our tariff laws so high that cotton goods of no for-
eign country could enter our markets and make the shirt that
is worn on the back of the man in Mississippi producing the
raw cotton. [Applause.] Such goods ought to be made by
American labor.

Mr. BARTLETT of Georgia. Will the gentleman yield for a
question?

Mr. FORDNEY. Certainly.

Mr. BARTLETT of Georgia. Is it not a fact that in this
bill you have reported it reduces the tariff on articles made in
the South and raises the duties on articles made in the North?

Mr. FORDNEY. I do not think that is right.

Mr. BARTLETT of Georgia. I can prove it.

Mr. FORDNEY. I do not think that is right. As before
stated, long-staple cotton is a growing industry in the Sonth.
Last year there were 100,000,000 pounds of long-staple cotton
imported into the United States, 78,000,000 pounds of which
came from Egypt. I would like to see a duty on long-staple
cotton of at least 5 or 8 cents per pound to help that industry
in the South. I think it needs it, and it is my earnest wish that
before this bill becomes a law there will be a duty of some kind
on long-staple cotton.

The capital invested in manufacturing in the South has in-
creased from $1,153,000,000 in 1900 to more than $2,100,000,000
in 1908; and the products of the factories of the South have
increased from &463,000000 in 1900 to the magnificent sum of
$2,600,000,000 in 1908. The population of the South has in-
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creased from 23,500,000 in 1900 to 27,000,000 in 1908. In faet,
the Southern States are to-day increasing rapidly in wealth.

The lumber cut in the South in 1000 was less than 14,000,000,-
000 feet, and in 1908 it was nearly 20,000,000,000 feet. Fifteen
years ago the magnificent forests of the South were practically
valueless, but the capital of the North, combined with that of
the South, has opened up the lumbering industry of that
country, and to-day it is one of the predominating industries.

The railway mileage of the South has increased from 52,600
miles in 1900 to 67,200 miles in 1908; and the true value of all
property in the South has increased from about $14,000,000,000
in 1900 to more than $20,000,000,000 in 1908. It can not be
denied that under our present protective tariff laws the South
has advanced in wealth and commercial activity guite equal to
the advancement in the North.

Mr. MILLER of Kansas. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FORDNEY. Yes.

Mr. MILLER of Kansas. If this bill should become a law,
would it apply to the shipment of forest products from Canada
undo}; the conditions that prevail in that country at the present
time?

Mr. FORDNEY. Was the genileman here a few minutes ago
when I explained that?

Mr., MILLER of Kansas. No; I was not.

Mr. FORDNEY. I went at great length into that matter,
This proviso in the bill means, as I intended it to mean
and I hope it will be enacted into law—that Canada must give
up to the United States her raw forest products or pay a duty
of the present rate in the Dingley bill on her finished products.

Mr. MILLER of Kansas. I thought that would be the answer
of the gentleman. Under the law as it exists at present is it
not true that in the Province of Quebec there is 65 cents duty
on pulp wood?

Mr. FORDNEY. Yes.

Mr. MILLER of Kansas. And in the Provinee of Ontario 25
cents, In the Provinee of Quebec if the wood is cut and manu-
factured into wood pulp, there is a rebate of 25 cents. There
is a diserimination in favor of Canada at present, and when
the special committee was considering the matter they reduced
the duty on wood pulp, practically put it on the free list, and
reduced the duty from $6 a ton to $2 a ton, or a little over, on
print paper. In view of that fact, if this bill is passed as it now
is, would not the duty on wood pulp go back where it is to-day,
and would not the duty on print paper go back where it is to-
day and thus the country get no relief in the prices of wood
pulp or print paper?

Mr. FORDNEY. I stated at some length, a few minutes ago,
that it is barely possible that this proviso would apply to wood
pulp. But it is my belief, however, that it would apply only to
the articles enumerated in the paragraph in which the proviso
is found, and not to wood pulp.

Mr. MILLER of Kansas. Let me ask the gentleman this fur-
ther question. He is thoroughly familiar with this subject.
What is the reason for the change in the language of the
proviso that was in the Dingley bill?

Mr. FORDNEY. I will state to the gentleman, as I have
stated to the House, that the proviso in the Dingley bill im-
mediately caused Canada, instead of putting an export duty on
logs, to put an embargo upon her raw forest products, and ab-
solutely prohibit its coming to this country under an export
duty or otherwise. It must be manufactured in Canada.

Mr. JOHNSON of Kentucky. Will the gentleman permit a
question?

Mr. FORDNEY. Yes.

Mr. JOHNSON of Kentucky. If that is true, can the owner
of the standing timber who sells his logs to the sawmill in the
United States possibly receive any part of the duty imposed
upon that timber?

Mr., FORDNEY. I do not quite get the gentleman’s idea.

Mr. JOHNSON of Kentucky. If a log ean not come into the
United States from Canada, does not that imply that there ecan
be no competition whatever between Canadian logs and the
United States logs?

Mr. FORDNEY. There is none now. They do not permit
their raw material to come into the United States at all, but we
want it to come in, and I will tell the gentleman why. If we
could bring into the United States to-day saw logs or round
timber, to be put through our saw mills and converted into
lumber, American labor would get from $5 to $6 or $7 per
thousand feet for the employment in converting that raw
product into the finished product [applause], and I therefore
want to help Ameriean labor that much.

Mr. JOHNSON of Kentucky. My question is, that if they
can not come as the gentleman says they can not, does the

original owner of the log in the United States get any part of
the tariff which is imposed?

Mr. FORDNEY. Obh, I explained a little while ago as fo
where the benefits might go if the duty on lumber were re-
moved. There are so many points of exchange in the tree
from where it stands in the woods until the sash and door and
blinds are put upon the gentleman's house, if he is building
one, that it is very hard to tell which of the different hands
that it goes through would receive the benefit; whether it
would be equally distributed or whether it would go to the
consumer. That is a question that no human being can intelli-
gently answer.

Mr. JOHNSON of Kentucky. As I understood the gentleman,
he declined to say where the duty went.

Mr. FORDNEY. Oh, no; I do not.

Mr. JOHNSON of Kentucky. Is it not believed that the
actual application of the duty begins at the sawmill and not to
the owner of the log?

Mr. FORDNEY. No; I do not think so. I will tell the gen-
tleman why. I stated once before that I was at one time a
manufacturer of lumber in Canada, and paid a duty of $2 per
thousand upon our entire product, thirty millions a year, and
brought it across the Lakes to a yard in Toledo, Ohio. I often
thought that if Iumber was put on the free list that our firm
would get $60,000 a year out of it. Whether I was correct in
my thoughts or not, I do not know.

Mr. JOHNSON of Kentucky. That would be all of it?

Mr. FORDNEY. That would be all, absolutely. I believe
that the Canadian believes to-day, if this tariff is removed, he
is going to get the entire benefit. The consumer believes if it
is removed he will get the entire benefit, and every man that
touches that board or the board out of the log, from the time
it leaves the woods until it goes into buildings, believes that he
will be benefited. Where it may be distributed, no man can tell.

Mr. MANN. Will the gentleman yield for a question?

Mr, FORDNEY. Yes.

Mr. MANN. It is on the question of wood pulp and pulp
wood. In one of the paragraphs of the bill pulp wood is
enumerated with logs and other forest products in the rough,
a;:d is admitted free of duty. Pulp wood is now admitted free
of duty.

Mr. FORDNEY. Yes.

Mr. MANN. Under section 3, however, there would be a
maximum tariff imposed of 20 per cent on pulp wood if Canada
should not come under the terms of the main provision. Does
the gentleman think that the paper mills of the country can
stand a duty of 20 per cent on pulp wood in any event?

Mr. FORDNEY. Mr. Chairman, let me say that I have not
given a very great amount of study to this print-paper and
pulp-wood proposition. The gentleman from Illinois [Mr.
MAxN] was the chairman of a special committee and gave
it very careful consideration. I know that the papers of the
country were demanding free trade on print paper. What
right they have to ask that their raw material be furnished
to them at a less price when they are putting up their rates
of advertising I can not see. It does not seem reasonable to
me, I will state to my friend that the newspapers of this
country have no more right to consideration as to their raw
material than has any other industry in the United States, not-
withstanding the fact that this is a very unpopular position to
take with the newspapers of the country.

Mr. MANN. I do not wish to enter into any controversy
with the gentleman on that peint, but I was trying to attract
his attention not to the raw material of the newspapers, but
to the raw material of the paper manufacturers, now admitted
free of duty—pulp wood.

Mr. FORDNEY. They are discriminated against, my friend;
they are discriminated against in the rebate on the stumpage
they pay for their raw material over in Canada.

Mr. MANN. Well, they admit it free of duty to the extent——

Mr. FORDNEY. Whether you make it a duty or rebate in
taxes, it amounts to the same thing.

Mr. Well, if the gentleman will permit me to ask
him the guestion——

Mr. FORDNEY. Well.

Mr. MANN. They are now admitted free of duty to the ex-
tent of a million cords a year. Under section 3 of this bill they
may be required to pay a duty of 20 per cent on the value of
the pulp wood, and if that should be the case, half the paper
mills of this country would go out of business.

Mr. EDWARDS of Kentucky. Mr, Chairman, I would like
to ask the gentleman a question——

Mr. FORDNEY. I wish to say to my friend here that he has
had as much or more to do than any man in this House in
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arranging your pulp-wood and wood-pulp and print-paper sched-
ule. It has not been intended on my part to have paragraph 197
conflict with the paragraph in which that proviso appears
which you prepared. It might be so construed, but I desire to
say I had in mind only the lumber question and not wood pulp,
and I am trying to save that industry from the discrimination
now placed against us by Canada.

Mr. MANN. I hope the gentleman will not misunderstand
me. I am not endeavoring to criticise the commiitee in any
way. I think these conflicts in the bill are purely inadvertent,
that is what I have supposed, and because the gentleman is
authority on forestry matters is the reason why I have asked
him that guestion.

Mr. FORDNEY. Oh, well; have I answered your quesﬁon"

Mr. MANN. As far as you have gone.

Mr. EDWARDS of Kentucky. I would like to ask the gentle-
man from Illinois a question. If a tariff was put on that
million ecords of pulp wood, do you believe the mills would have
to shut down, or could not they move down South in many of
the Southern States where millions of cords of pulp wood are
rotting annually and there continue in business? -

Mr. MANN. There is no pulp wood in the South that wounld
take the place of the spruce wood that is imported from Canada.

Mr. EDWARDS of Kentucky. I would like to ask my friend
if he has ever investigated the spruce wood of the South when
he makes that statement of fact?

Mr. MANN. I have investigated it; there is very little of it.

Mr. EDWARDS of Kentucky. I would like to say to the
gentleman that the Friend Paper Company, I believe one of the
leading paper companies, is shipping pulp wood out of my county
in my district, and that a thousand million cords of pulp wood
have gone to waste throughout the South.

Mr. MANN. Very likely, but not spruce pulp wood.

Mr. EDWARDS of Kentucky. Spruce pulp wood—there are
millions of cords of it standing in my district to-day. The only
trouble is you have been irying to compete with Canada when
Canada is closer to the mills than our spruce wood. Now, why
not move them down South where there is wood, and there
locate the mills?

Mr. MANN. We have a number of paper mills in the South,
but not one of them grinds wood, makes ground wood, because
they have not got the spruce to make it out of.

AMr. EDWARDS of Kentucky. There is not one in the State
of Kentucky——

Mr. MANN. There are many things in which EKentucky is
behind in many particulars.

Mr. LANGLEY. Well, she is ahead of Illinois in a good
many things, anyway.

Mr. EDWARDS of Kentucky. I can get substantial con-
tractors who will undertake to furnish them with the spruce
wood if they will come down there and establish the mills.

Mr. GOULDEN. I would like to ask out of the 40,000,000,000
feet of finished lumber how much is exported from Canada into
this country?

Mr.. FORDNEY. The gentleman asks how much lumber
comes into the United States from Canada. Our imports of
Inmber from Canada are only about 2 per cent of the total con-
sumption of lumber in the United States. Out of 40,000,000,000
feet of lumber manufactured in the United States less than
1,000,000,000 feet was imported last year.

And I do not believe that, if that 2 per cent were permitted to
come into this country free of duty, the consumer would get his
lumber $2 per thousand cheaper.

Mr. GOULDEN. Another question. Who, in your judgment,
pays that duty on that 1,000,000,000 feet of lumber now ?

Mr, FORDNEY. I will say to the gentleman from New York
that I explained it as best I could a little while ago, during his
absence.

Mr. GOULDEN. I was not absent.

Mr. FORDNEY. There are so many hands through which
this lumber must go that it is so distributed, undoubtedly, that
each and every man who handles it looks for the benefit.

Mr, LOUD. Does not the Canadian pay it indirectly?

Mr. FORDNEY. The Canadian pays it indirectly.

Mr. LOUD. By selling that lumber that much cheaper?

Mr. FORDNEY. By selling that lumber that much cheaper.
But, on the other hand, this 2 per cent, or 1,000,000,000 feet,
that comes into our market comes in at points where it hurts
on the low-grade lumber manufactured in that part of the
country.

Mr. GOULDEN. One more question, if the gentleman will
be kind enough to yield. He has certainly been considerate and
has stood the test remarkably well, and I have been here from
start to finish. I would like to ask if the amount would be in-

;.-tea;ed materially if the schedule in the Payne bill became a
aw

Mr. FORDNEY. I do not believe our imports would increase,
but this is what would happen: At a time just like we have
now, when there is a depression in the lumber industry, as well
as all other industries, Canada is suffering the same as our-
selves. And many men engaged in the business, who have large
sums of money borrowed, must convert their forests into money
in order to meet their obligations and sell, many times, below
cost in order to get money to save them from bankruptcy. And
just at such times, when this low-grade and cheap lumber from
Canada is dumped onto our market and creates disaster among
the Iumber industries of this country, is when it hurts the
worst,

Mr. GOULDEN. The gentleman does not believe, as I under-
stand, that the consumer would be benefited a particle by the
reduction in the schedule proposed by the bill?

Mr. FORDNEY. From all the information at hand I should
say that if the duty on lumber is removed no one in North Da-
kota who buys lumber from the gentlemen who are here asking
for free trade would be benefited a penny. And it is quite rea-
sonable that other parts of the country would be treated in the
same way.

Mr. HUGHES of New Jersey. Does the gentleman seriously
contend that a man has any reasonable chance of escaping bank-
ruptey by selling his product for less than it cost him?

Mr. FORDNEY. My friend, let me tell you something. I
have been in business since I was a boy, and during the panie of
1896 I sold some of the timber that I owned at ruinons prices to
meet my obligations and made sacrifices on what I sold in
order to save what little I had left; just what every other man
does in times of panie.

Mr, EDWARDS of Kentucky. I would like to ask the gentle-
man a question right in that connection. My only excuse for
asking him is that I believe he has more information on this
question than any other man on the floor and perhaps in the
United States, and the further excuse that my district is more
interested in lmmber than in any other product.

Mr, FORDNEY. I will be pleased to answer the gentleman,

Mr. EDWARDS of Kentucky. The gentleman has stated that
we produce about 40,000,000,000 feet of lumber annually, and
that only 14,000,000,000 of that is produced by what are known
as the “big mills.,” All this fight has been made on the monopo-
listg, the big fellows. Now, I want to know if, in his opinion,
the tariff was taken off of lumber the big mills would not be
able to take care of themselves better than these men, who own
this large stumpage, are not more able fo take care of them-
selves, and that the real hardship would fall upon the 26,000
small sawmills in this country and the thousands of men who
labor in the woods and in those sawmills? And is not that
hardship distributed all over the United States, because nearly
every State in this Union produces more or less timber and it
is ent up by these small mills?

Mr. FORDNEY. In answer to the gentleman, I will say this,
that in the lumber industry in the country the cost of produc-
tion depends entirely upon the character of the land on which
the timber stands.

In some localities the timber is much more favorably situated
than in others. For instance, I know in California, from my
experience there—I have spent a great deal of time in the
forests of California near Eureka, Cal., which is near Humboldt
Bay—there is a territory in which the timber stands within
10 miles of the city, and which can be brought to the mill for
not exceeding $3 per thousand feet; and there is timber on
mountainous lands and deep gulches; and in felling that great
mass of tall timber across gulches there is a great loss, and
then it is very expensive to build log roads on such rough lands;
and in some instances it costs $9 and $10 per thousand feet to
get the logs from the woods to the mill. Then, in addition to
that, instead of having level ground on which to fall a tree
of 300 feet in length, it falls on the rough mountain side and
is broken in the fall, and from one-quarter to one-half of the
timber is destroyed by the splitting of the tree and breaking
it up into pieces. A great loss is made. So that in times when
prices are low the sawmills and manufacturers of lumber situ-
ated where the advantages are much greater than at other
places, those are the factories and men that can put lumber
upon the market and survive when prices are low, when their
less fortunate neighbor, who must go to twice that expense,
must go out of business. These are conditions that control the
prices of lumber, especially so when the price is low.

Mr. MILLER of Kansas. If the gentleman will permit me,
I think I understand his views on the subject of the duty on
lumber. I want to know whether I am correct in believing that
he would restore the old rates on lumber?
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Mr. FORDNEY. IfI had my way about it I would not make
a change in the Dingley law by the crossing of a “t” or the
dotting of an “1.” [Applause.]

Mr. MILLER of Kansas. Under this provision there will be
no change made, will there, in the judgment of the gentleman
from Michigan?

Mr. FORDNEY. Well, I would have preferred to have a
joker, with a club sufficiently strong enough to flail Canada into
the line of giving us favorable conditions on raw material.

Mr. MILLER of Kansas, I do not think there is any ques-
tion about the joker, and that it so plainly manifests itself in
this bill as to carry out the wishes of the gentleman. Now, I
want to ask the gentleman, How can Canada bring herself un-
der the application of this bill, if it should be passed, with this
proposition in here, in view of the fact that we know there is a
tax on the crown lands of the Dominion in Quebec of 65 cents
a cord and in the Province of Ontario of 25 cents a cord, that
does not go to the Canadian government, but goes to the home
Government, with which the Dominion government certainly
has nothing whatever to do except to collect the tax and send
it to the home Government? How can Canada bring herself un-
der the application of this bill unless she previously secures
permission for it from the home Government?

Mr. FORDNEY. I know of no fair rule on the face of God's
green earth that should not bring Canada to terms and give us
the same kind of treatment that we give to Canada, and I be-
lieve—do not misunderstand me, gentlemen—that if the provision
in paragraph 197 remains and is enacted into law Canada will
still pay the $2 duty upon lumber, but she may permit logs to
come across from British Columbia on Puget Sound to the
Washington mills; yet I say that if the embargo is removed
to-day, I do not believe one log will come across the Great Lakes
to the State of Michigan.

Mr. TOWNSEND. Would the gentleman be willing to have
that proviso relate in express terms to paragraph 1977

Mr. FORDNEY. Well, that is the lumber schedule, and
there are three, four, or five paragraphs on lumber. I am quite
willing to have the proviso so changed that it will not apply to
pulp. I had no intention to cover that, but my friend from
Michigan must remember that there are many paragraphs in
which products of the forest are mentioned that in no way
relate to wood pulp.

Mr. TOWNSEND. I understand that; and I am free to say
that I am not very much concerned as to the Canadian, but I
want to protect the American producer of lumber and the manu-
facturer and the consumer, and I want that proviso which you
mentioned to apply to lumber and boards.

Now, I think if the gentleman will confine his proviso to the
items actually mentioned in paragraph 197 there will be no dif-
ference between him and me on that. .

Mr, FORDNEY. I want to =say to my colleague from Michi-
gan that I am willing to say this: I have not made this state-
ment before, but I will make it now, with the hope that it may
go to the country, and that I may be understood just as I say it.
I believe the reduction of the duty from $2 to $1 is too severe
a reduction in the duty on lumber. Along with other reduc-
tions made in the tariff bill, I am willing that lumber shall
stand a fair reduction of the duty, and I believe that a redue-
tion of 25 per cent of the present rate of duty on lumber wonld
be quite a sufficient reduction. If you will give us $1.50 per
thousand on rough lumber and retain the differential on dressed
lnmber as provided in our present law, which is equitable, I am
quite willing now to strike out the proviso and wipe out from
the minds of all men any doubt as to what I want or what
that proviso may do; because $1.50 per thousand protection on
rough lumber is, I say, a fair protection, and I will stand by it
and be pleased with it. But I am not satisfied with $1.

Mr. SULZER. Will the gentleman yleld for a guestion?

Mr. FORDNEY, Yes.

Mr. SULZER. Does the gentleman believe, taking it all in
;m, otlm.t the Payne bill is an improvement upon the Dingley
aw?

Mr. FORDNEY. I will say to the gentleman from New York
that I believe it is, and I will state why, briefly. It has been
found by an examination of imports and exports that there are
some rates in the Dingley law that are higher than the point of
necessary protection to certain industries, and therefore can be
Justly and equitably reduced without injuring the industry
affected. There are some rates in the Dingley bill that are too
low and that do not afford sufficient protection to the indusiry,
and therefore the duty should be and has been raised where, in
the wisdom of the committee, it seemed correct and just.
Therefore I do say that time has shown the Dingley rates were
rather out of proportion as to some industries. It was as nearly
correct as human beings could get it at the time it was drawn,

but the experience of twelve years on exports and imports has
shown that in some paragraphs it was not distributed with en-
tire equity.

Mr. SULZER. Right there, is it not a fact that the taxes or
tariff rates under the provisions of the Payne bill, taking them
all in all, are greater than the prevailing rates under the pro-
visions of the Dingley bill?

Mr. FORDNEY. No; I think that computation, made by some
gentleman on the other side, is not a just and correct percent-
age. For instance——

Mr. SULZER. Is not that the fact, according to the investi-
gations and statistics furnished by the Treasury Department?

Mr. FORDNEY. If I understand the gentleman's question—
and I want to be absolutely fair—the ad valorem, taking it oa
all imports, is higher in the Payne bill than it was in the
Dingley bill.

Mr. SULZER. Exactly.

Mr. FORDNEY. Now, when a given article comes into our
market under an ad valorem rate of duty or a specific duty,
when prices are low the ad valorem is high, and when the price
is high the ad valorem is low. It depends upon when you take
the figures for the comparison. I believe that in the present
bill the duties have been so arranged that they are more
equitably adjusted then they were in the Dingley bill, and I
believe those percentages given by some gentleman on that
side are entirely out of proportion, on account of the fluctua-
tions of price at the time when they were taken.

Now, Mr. Chairman, I have occupied much more time than
I expected. I hope I have been courteous to-every man. I
am exceedingly sorry that I have offended any gentleman of
the House who seem to be exercised at something I said. I
had no such intention. I thought a gentleman made a state-
ment which reflected upon me, and I was denying his state-
ment. He says that he did not so intend it. Therefore I wish
most humbly to apologize to him, because I would not offend
any man, either here or anywhere else, without reasonable
cause, and I did not intend to offend him.

I ask permission of the House to extend in the Recorb some
remarks. I had prepared something to say on sugar and about
Cuban reciprocity, but I will not trespass upon the time of the
House much further. I wish to say, however, that I think
Cuban reciprocity was the most unfavorable trade agreement
ever made between the United States and any other country in
the world. Let me say briefly that I have taken the record of
our exports and imports to and from Cuba for five years from
the adoption of Cuban reciprocity, and here is the startling
statement: The balance of trade against us for the five years
prior to the adoption of Cuban reciprocity averaged $15,652,000
per year. Under Cuban reciprocity, which some gentlemen have
lauded to the skies, the balance of trade against us for five
years has reached the enormous sum of $43,781,000; and in
addition thereto, in taking on an increased amount of imports
from Cuba, the reduction of our revenues on goods coming from
Cuba has amounted to more than $60,000,000. I believe, my
friends, that the sooner we repeal Cuban reciprocity the better
for the people of the United States. [Applause.]

Now, one word and I will close. We are trying to do some-
thing for the Philippine Islands. Let me tell you what the
Philippine Islands are doing for us. I will stand by the bill
and the compromise on sugar, the free importation of 300,000
tons per year from the Philippine Islands into the United States.

I am willing to stand by that, and the sugar men of the coun-
iry whom I have consulted are also satisfied. For the last ten
years there has been turmoil in this House over the duty on
sugar. There never has been a session of Congress in the ten
years that I have had the honor to be a Member of this House
that the question of the reduction of the duty on sugar has not
been advocated in some manner or other, and our present good
President, Mr. Taft, has agreed in my presence that during his
administration he will not permit, as far as he can avoid it by
his action, any further reduction in the sugar schedule if we
will accept this agreement and let the 300,000 tons come in
free from the Philippines. Last year the Philippine Islands
exported $60,000,000 worth of stuff and fifteen millions, or 25
per cenf, came to the United States. She imported $30,000,000
worth of stuff, and she took the measly sum of $5,000,000 worth
from the United States. It is costing us, if I am correctly in-
formed, $14,000,000 per year to maintain peace in the islands,
and if you will look up the record you will find that our pension
rolls amount to $23,000,000 annually for Spanish war soldiers.
Great goodness! After doing all this for the Philippine Islands,
she buys only one-sixth of her imports from us—the measly
sum of $5,000,000 of our products—and then comes back and
asks us for more, and complains because we reserve the right
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to tax in excess of 300,000 tons of sugar and tobacco coming
in here above the limited amount.

I say the Filipinos have nothing to complain of after what
the Government of the United States has done for them. As
the humorist of the House last year, Adam Bede, said in speak-
ing of the Philippine Islands:

So far as I am concerned, I would be glad to change them for Ire-
land and raise our own policemen,

[Laughter and applause.]

The CHATRMAN. The gentleman from Michigan asks unani-
mous consent to extend his remarks in the Recorp. Is there ob-
jection?

There was no objection.

Mr. FORDNEY. The Republican platform adopted in 1896
contained the following plank on sugar:

We condemn the present administration for not keeping falth with
the sugar producers of this country. The Republican party favors
such protection as will lead to the production on American soil of all
the sugar which the American 0%0 le use, and for which they pay
other countries more than $100,000, annually.

The administration to which this plank refers is that of
Grover Cleveland, and the sugar schedule which it condemns is
the one found in the Wilson bill, which levied a 40 per cent
ad valorem tariff on sugar.

The general tariff plank adopted the same year was:

We demand an equltable tariff on forei {mports which come into
competition with American products as will not only furnish adequate
revenue for the necessary expenses of the Government, but will pro-
tei:t American labor from degradation to the wage level of other coun-
tries.

The Republican party, in its national platform adopted in the
year 1900, made this declaration:

We remew our faith In the policy of protection to American labor.
In that polley our industries have been established, diversified, and
maintained. By protecting our home market, competition has been
stimulated and production cheapened. Oénportunlty for the Inventive
genius of our people has been secured and wages in every department
of labor maintained at higher rates, higher now than ever before, and
nlwavs distinguishing our working people in their better conditions of
life from those of any competing country.

The platform of the Republican party in the year 1904 stated:

Protection which ards and develops our industries is a cardinal
policy of the Republican party. The measure of protection should
always be at least equal to the difference In the cost of production at
home and abroad,

President Roosevelt’s message sent to Congress in December,
1907, contained this statement regarding the position of the

Republican party:

This country is definitely committed to the dprotectlve system, and
any effort to uproot it could not but cause widespread industrial dis-
aster, In other words, the principles of the present tariff law could
not with wisdom be changed. But in a coun r[yi of such phenomenal
growth as ours it is probably well that every dozen years or so the
tariff laws should be carefully scrutinized so as to see that no exces-
slve or improper benefits are conferred thereby, that proper revenue
is prov!ded‘,) and that our forel trade is encouraged. here must
always be as a minimum a tar ff which will not only allow for the
collection of an ample revenue, but which will at least make good the
difference in cost of %roduction here and abroad—that is, the differ-
ence in the labor cost here and abroad—for the well-being of the wage-
worker must ever be a cardinal point of American poliey.

The Republican platform of 1908, under which that party has
been returned to power, contains the following statement in its
tariff plank: s o etk :

1 tariff legislation the true principle of protection is best main-
tallnnedalby tlt-:e inﬁg :sitinn of such duties as will equal the difference be-
tween the cost of production at home and abroad ; together with a rea-
sonable profit to American industries. * * * Hetween the United

3 and the Philippines we believe in a free interchange of products,
gtlltllt:eiuch limitatlon%pas to sugar and tobacco as will afford adequate

protection to domestic interests.

President Taft in a speech at Greeley, Colo., October 2, 1908,
gaid:

e et gugar, and
T :ls%n?lfnﬂlset::tgn??h:?siorg?aregoeglgl ?:lr:vg ntin‘:;n'tieegltifatbel wasg:gainst
beet sugar. 1 deny it. 1 would not do anything that would injure the
beet industry in any way, and the Republican p atform gledges the He-
publican party to take no action which will not leave adequate protec-
tion to the beet-sugar Interests.

It appears from the foregoing declaration of party princi-
ples that every platform adopted by the Republican party from
1896 to 1908, both inclusive, contains a party pledge in favor
of a protective tariff, and that two of them—namely, the plat-
forms of 1896 and 1908—contain specific pledges that the domes-
tic sugar industry shall be protected. Moreover, it appears,
further, that the President of the United States is recorded as
‘saying that he would not do anything to injure the beet-sugar
jndustry and that the Republican platform pledges the Repub-
lican party to maintain adequate protection to the beet-sugar
interests.

The purpose of the sugar schedule in the Dingley bill is clearly
the protection of the domestic sugar industry of the United
States, with a view of the ultimate production on American

soil of all the sugar the American people consume, The framers

of the Payne bill have drawn the sugar schedule with the same
end in view. While the present sugar schedule yields a greater
amount of revenue than does any other schedule in the entire
bill, still the primary object of such schedule is the protection
of an American industry. This was the intent of the Repub-
lican members of the Ways and Means Committee in 1897, and
it is the intent of the Republican members of the Ways and
Means Committee in 1909.

THE SUGAR SCHEDULE OF THE PAYNE BILL.

The sugar schedule in the Payne bill now before Congress
provides that sugar testing 96 degrees shall pay a duty of $1.68%
per hundred pounds, and that for each degree below 96 degrees,
3% cents per hundred pounds shall be reduced, while for each
degree above 96 degrees, 3% cents per hundred pounds shall be
added until 100 per cent, or refined, sugar is reached, which
shall add an extra T4 cents per hundred pounds, which excess
is called a refiners’ differential. This makes the duty on re-
fined sugar to be $1.90 per hundred pounds. This section of
the Payne bill is identical with the corresponding section of
the Dingley bill, except in the matter of the refiners’ differential,
which, in the Dingley bill, is 124 cents per hundred pounds, mak-
ing the complete duty on refined sugar in the Dingley bill §1.85
as compared with $1.90 per hundred pounds in the Payne bill.
A further concession in the sugar schedule is made by the in-
sertion of a section which provides that there may be admitted
annually into the United States, from the Philippines, not to
exceed 300,000 tons of sugar in any one year duty free. Under
the present law, Philippine sugar entering the United States
is granted a 25 per cent concession from the rates fixed in the
Dingley bill, and the 756 per cent that is actually collected at
our customs-houses is returned to the Philippine treasury.

Another section of the Payne bill provides that nothing in this
act shall be construed to abrogate or in any manner impair or
affect the provisions of the treaty of commerecial reciprocity be-
tween the United States and the Republic of Cuba of the 23d
day of December, 1003.

The above-deseribed provisions cover the only changes in
the sugar schedule as set forth in the Dingley bill of 1807, It
would seem at first glance that the schedule established in
1897 is practically unchanged. Not so, however. Since the
passage of the Dingley law in 1807 the sugar schedule has been
subjected to four distinet modifications prior to the ones enu-
merated in the Payne bill. The conditions growing out of our
late war with Spain have led to these modifications. Hawaii
wags the first to profit by the war. Prior to 1898 free trade
between these islands and the United States depended upon
treaty. In that year the islands were annexed to our country
and our tariff laws extended to include them. The permanency
of the relation thus established led to a more rapid development
of the sugar industry in the Hawaiian Islands than ever before.
At the time of the annexation the Hawaiian crop amounted to
200,000 tons; this year it is 465,000 tons, all of which comes in
free of duty. Such an influx of free sugar from Hawaii was
not contemplated by the framers of the Dingley bill in 1897,

Porto Rico came to us by right of conquest—a trophy of
the Spanish war. Because of her low wage rate it was at first
thought best to maintain a tariff on goods from that island to
the United States. This plan was soon abandoned, and the
Dingley law was extended around Porto Rico, and her products
were admitted into the United States free of duty, and none of
which the framers of the Dingley bill ever intended should
enter the United States without paying full tariff.

In 1903 a reciprocity treaty was made with Cuba, under

| which sugars from that island were admitted to the United

States at 20 per cent reduction from the rates fixed by the
Dingley schedule. Since the ratification of this treaty the en-
tire Cuban crop of sugar has been sold in the United States.
During the first four years of the operation of this treaty we
received from Cuba 4,864,111 tons of sugar, as shown by the
United States Annual Report of Commerce for 1907, page 340,
On this sugar there was a concession of 20 per cent in the duty,
or 3315 cents per hundred pounds, the amount of the conces-
sion for the first four years of the treaty being £36,718,204.

Surely the framers of the Dingley bill did not contemplate
that more than a million and a quarter tons of sugar should
enter the United States from Cuba yearly at 20 per cent less
than the schedule fixed by that law.

A fourth modification of the Dingley sugar schedule was
made for the benefit of the Philippines. Sugars entering the
United States from those islands received a concession of 23
per cent, and the 75 per cent that is actually collected is re:
turned to the insular treasury, thus, as far as our National
Treasury is concerned, establishing free trade with those
iglands. The framers of the Dingley bill certainly did not con-
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template the importation of free or concessionary sugar from
the Philippines.

The combined effect of these tariff modifications is as follows,
the figures being taken from page 10 of Willett & Gray's Weekly
Statistical Sugar Trade Journal, January 9, 1908, and from
Senate Document No. 250, Fifty-ninth Congress, first session,
compiled by O. I’. Austin, Chief of the Bureau of Statisties:

In the calendar year 1807 the total comsumption of sugar in the
United States was 2,070,987 tons. The production of domestic cane
sugar that year was 310,537 tons, of domestic beet sugar 30,684 tons,
of domestic maple sugar 5,000 tons, making the total domestic m&to
be 855,221 tons, none of which paid the duty. In addition to this,
Hawaii, operating under a treaty with the United States, shipped us,
free of duty, 232,219 tons, making a total of nonduty-paying sugar to
be 587,434 tons, and ‘.Ieav!nf as the full duty-ﬂ;{\:lng sugar entering the
first calendar yvear of the Dingley bill to be 1,483,644 tons.

In the calendar year 1907 the total consumption of sugar in the
United States was 2,903,970 tons. The domestic cane consumption for
that year was 264,960 tons, the domestic beet comsumption 375,410
tons, the domestic maple consnmption 10,000 tons, and the domestic
molasses sugar used was 0,249 tons, making the total domestic com-
sumption to be 656,627 toms. The domestic cane crop for that year
was 347,000 tons and the domestic beet crop 410,000 tons, the differ-
ence between the crop and the consumption being carried over and used
early in the calendar year of 1908.

In addition to the above domestle crop we used, free of duty, 418,102
tons from Hawail and 212,858 tons from Porto Rico. We also used
from the Philippines, at 76 per cent of the Dlnglaf rate, 10,700 tons,
and from Cuba, at 80 per cent of the 'Dlnfley rate, 1,540,000 tons, mak-
ing a total on which tariff concession is allowed of 1,982,655 tons,
leaving a balance of 355,297 tons upon which the full rate of duty was
paid. This shows that the tariff concessions granted since the passage
of the Dingley bill in 1897 have resulted in increasing the free and
concesslonary sugar imported into the United States by an amount in
excess of 1,700,000 tons. These various concessions have reduced the

average rate of dt:giv collected on the % entarirés the United States

so that, if com on the sugar orig intended by the framers of

the Dingley bill to come in on payment of full duty, it is at present
only $1.14%, provided by the Dingley tariff.

The facts as stated above have been corroborated during the
past winter by the New York market for Cuban sugars and the
New Orleans market for domestic cane sugar., The Cuban quo-
tation has ranged from 40 to 50 cents below the European
gquotation plus full duty, while the New Orleans or Louisiana
sugars bave ranged from one-eighth of a cent to three-sixteenths
of a cent below the Cuban quotations.

The average has been about 54 cents below the European
price plus the full Dingley rate. If we subtract this 54 cents
from the $1.68% provided in the Dingley schedule, we have
§1.14% as the measure of protection afforded the domestic sugar
industry during the past winter under the modifications of the
sugar schedule of the Dingley bill as outlined above. The actual
market conditions thus show conclusively the effect of the four
different concessions already made in the sugar schedule of the
Dingley bill.

The Payne bill proposes now to admit a maximum of 300,000
tons of raw sugar free of duty. This, added to the modifica-
tions already made, will make a still further concession in the
duty on raw sugar. The sum total of the concessions from the
Dingley raw-sugar schedule, when the Philippine provision of
the Payne bill becomes fully operative, will be at least 45 per
cent. In view of this reduction in the tariff on raw sugar, it
is only fitting that the differential between raw and refined
sugar shall also be reduced. The Payne bill provides for a
reduction of 40 per cent in the refiner’s differential.

IS THE SUGAR BCHEDULE AS FIXED BY THE PAYNE BILL IN HARMOXY
WITH THE DECLARED FPRINCIPLES OF THE REPUBLICAN PARTY AS SET
:g&;r} IN THE PLATFORM OF 1908 AND INTERPRETED BY THE PRESI-
The present sugar crop of the Philippine Islands is about

200,000 tons, of which approximately one-half is exported, the

remainder being used for home consumption. The maximum

export of sugar reached by the Philippines is 250,000 tons. It
would, therefore, seem that a provision which permits them to
export free of duty to the United States 300,000 tons of sugar
annually would enable them to accomplish that which President

Taft states he desires to see accomplished in the development

of the Philippine Islands, namely, to enable their sugar indus-

;ry to reach that degree of prosperity which it formerly en-

oyed.

It will not, however, permit anyone to exploit the islands with
the intent to make of them a great sugar-producing region. To
make of these islands a great sugar plantation would be to
fasten on them forever a system of sugar estates ranging from
25,000 to 50,000 acres, a system of absentee landlordism, and a
system of semiservile or peon labor. Such is the universal re-
sult following the establishment of great sugar interests in any
tropical country. The history of Java, Porto Rico, and Cuba
abundantly illustrates the truth of this statement. It is not the
policy of our National Government, as now set forth by Presi-
dent Taft, to exploit the Philippine Islands in any such way;
rather it is the policy to encourage those industries which will
cause the development of the individual Filipino, giving him the

incentives which go with individual ownership of land and
afford him the uplift consequent upon such ownership. By lim-
iting the amount of free sugar imported from the Philippines
into the United States the beneficial effects of access to our
markets will be granted to the individual Filipino and not to
the great corporations organized for the purpose of exploiting
the sugar lands of those islands. This policy is in direct keep-
ing with the enactment of the land laws of those islands, which
%)rohlbit any corporation from owning more than 2,500 acres of
and.

It must be remembered that a minimum of at least 25,000
acres is necessary for the maintenance of a great sugar estate.
The climatic and soil conditions of the Philippines are such
that if there was no limit on the amount of sugar they could
import, duty free, into the United States, the output of sugar
from those islands would be such that it would result in the
destruction of the sugar industry of the United States.

By limiting free export to the United States to the amount
named in the Payne bill, namely, 800,000 tons, it is expected
that the development of these islands can go forward without
the destruetion of our domestic sugar industry in the United
States. Hawail and Porto Rico, by virtue of their limited area
and small population, can not increase their sugar output much
beyond the present yield. Cuba, with her 20 per cent conces-
sion in the tariff, has the opportunity to develop her sugar in-
dustry to its normal capacity, namely, about one and one-half
million tons. If the Philippines ultimately export to the United
States 300,000 tons annually, it will still leave, with the con-
stantly increasing consumption in the United States, an oppor-
tunity for the domestic beet and cane sugar industries to de-
velop as rapidly as conservative business principles shall de-
mand,

It remains for us to consider whether the rates fixed in the
sugar schedule of the Payne bill are based on the recognition
of the principle that the protective tariff should “equal the
difference between- the cost of production at heme and abroad,
together with a reasonable profit to American industries.” Let
us first consider the duty on refined sugar. Hurope is the only
country that makes refined sugar for export to the United
States. The price of European sugar for export is governed
by the Hamburg quotation. From Willett & Gray's Weekly
Statistical Trade Journal, December 26, 1907, page 7, the Ham-
burg price per 100 pounds for refined granulated sugar for the
past eight years is given as follows:

1 $2. 64
190 320
1902 1.79
190! 2 11
1503 3.0
1906 231
1907 2490

This makes the average Hamburg price for granulated suga
for the past eight years to be $2.38% per hundred pounds f. o. b.
Hamburg. A.careful comparison of these figures with those
given by the great English authority, H. H. Hancock, pages 104
and 105 of the International Sugar Journal, February, 1908,
shows them to be practically the same as those quoted by the
London authority. It is true that this $2.38% per hundred
pounds is the export price and not the consumers' price in Ger-
many, but it is with this export price that the American pro-
ducer must compete.

From the uncontradicted evidence submitted to the Ways and
Means Committee, it appears that the average price paid by the
beet-sugar factories of the United States to the American farmer
for his beets is $2.40 per hundred pounds for the sugar in the
beet before beginning the process of manufacture. In other
words, our factories pay the farmer for the raw beets, when
delivered to the factory, more money per hundred pounds of
sugar than the European exporter asks for his finished product,
refined granulated sugar. The chief witness who appeared be-
fore the Ways and Means Committee advoecating the reduction
of the duty on sugar was Mr. Atkins, of Boston. He states that he
considered one of the most favorable localities for the produe-
tion of beet sugar in the United States to be Utah, and gave
$3.70 per hundred pounds as the cost of producing granulated
sugar f. o, b. the factory in Utah. This price included the
farmer’s profit in raising beets, but did not include the manu-
facturer’'s profit. Beet sugar produced in Utah and imported
refined sugar would meet on common ground at Chicago. The
freight on sugar from Utah to Chicago is 50 cents per hundred
pounds, making the cost of such sugar, without any profit to
the manufacturer, $4.20 per hundred pounds delivered at Chi-
eago.

If to the $2.38% per hundred pounds, the average Hamburg
export price for refined sugar, we add 12} cents freight and in-
surance from Hamburg to New York, and $1.90 per hundred
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pounds duty, we have $4.41 as the cost of this sugar f. o. b.
New York, which cost includes the cost of manufacture, the
German farmers’ profit, and the German manufacturers’ profit.

The freight rate from New York to Chicago is 24 cents,
making $4.65 the cost of foreign refined laid down in Chicago,
plus profit. This includes the profit to all foreigners engaged in
the production of such sugar. Against this we have $4.20, the
cost of beet sugar made in what is admitted the most favorable
location of the United States and laid down in Chicago without
profit to the American manufacturer.

In view of such showing it certainly can not be considered
that a tariff of $1.90 per hundred pounds on refined sugar is
excessive or that the establishment of such a rate is not in
keeping with the enunciated platform of the Republican party,
governing the principles upon which a protective tariff should
be established.

Let us now consider the tariff on raw sugar. From the
Report of Commerce and Navigation, 1907, page 1022, it is
learned that the average consular price on raw sugar for the
fiscal year stated was $2.10 per hundred pounds, and that the
average price on imported Cuban sugar for the same year was
$2.18 per hundred pounds. As the major portion of the sugar
imported comes from Cuba, we should consider the operation
of the proposed tariff on the kind of sugar imported from that
island, namely, 96 degrees centrifugal sugar. Under the Cuban
treaty such sugar pays $1.34 per hundred pounds duty.

The freight rate and insurance from Habana to New York is
10 cents per hundred pounds. When the Cuban sold his sugar,
in 1907, for $2.18 per hundred pounds, he made a profit, as is
shown by the fact that the sugar industry of that island, as
reported by Governor Magoon in his report of December, 1907,
was at that time in a more prosperous condition than ever. be-
fore. If to the $2.18 we add 10 cents freight and the insurance
and the $1.34 duty, we have the cost of that sugar, including
planter’s profit, delivered at New York, to be $3.62 per hundred
pounds. The average difference between raw and refined sugar
for the past ten years is 88 cents per hundred pounds.

This includes the refiner’s profit. We therefore have the cost
of refined sugar made from Cuban raws, including profits for
the Cuban planters and the American refiners, to be $4.50 per
hundred pounds. This sugar is sold f. o. b. New York, Phila-
delphia, or New Orleans with the freight rate added, whereas
the domestic producer of sugar must pay his freight to the com-
peting point. It will therefore appear that the Cuban planter,
on the basis of the tariff provided for in the Payne bill, is not
unduly taxed and that the schedule on raw sugar provides sim-
ply for such protection as covers difference in cost of production
at home and abroad. :

{8 THE SUGAR SCHEDULE LEVIED BY THE PAYNE BILL OPPRESSIVE?

It has been shown that the average rate of duty on sugar
provided by the Payne bill is about 40 per cent less than the full
rate of duty provided by the Dingley bill. Since the passage
of the Dingley bill, in 1897, the per capita consumption in the
Tnited States has increased from 60.9 pounds to 81.2 pounds.
(See Willett & Gray’s Weekly Statistical Sugar Trade Journal,
Jan. 7, 1907, p. 2.)

This per capita consumption is greater than that of any
other country in the world save England. The reason why
England’s per capita consumption is greater than that of the
United States is that England exports great quantities of
jellies, jams, and preserves. The amount of sugar actually
consumed in England is less per capita than in the United
States. It would thus appear that as long as the Americans
have increased their per capita consumption of sugar one-third
in twelve years that they have not unduly felt the price paid
for their sugar. If the price on sugar had been oppressive, our
people certainly would not have thus increased their per
capita consumption.

It is interesting also to know the trend of market quotations
since the Dingley bill went into effect in 1897. The wholesale
price of granulated sugar f. o. b. New York City in 1896, the
last year of the Wilson bill, was $4.53 per hundred. (See report
of 0. P. Austin, Chief of the Bureau of Statistics, 8. Doc. No.
250, H69th Cong., 1st sess., p. 93.) The average price for the
same grade of sugar in 1906, the year on which the committee
bases its computations for the Payne bill, was $4.51% per hun-
dred pounds, and for the year 1907 $4.65 per hundred pounds.
(See Willett & Gray’s Weekly Statistical Sugar Trade Journal,
January 7, 1909, p. 8) It thus appears that there has been
practically no advance in the price of refined granulated sugar
under the Dingley bill

Our present prices are substantially the same as those under
the Wilson bill. Nearly every other necessity of life has had a
marked increase in price during the past decade, Except during

the times of war there is probably no ten years in our country’'s
history when there has been such a universal rise in prices as
during the decade just closed; while during this same period
the price of sugar has remained practically a constant quantity,
notwithstanding the fact that the rate of duty has been changed
from 40 per cent under the Wilson bill to $1.68% per 100 pounds
for 96-degree sugar under the Dingley bill

There are two distinet reasons for this condition in the sugar
market :

1. The modification of the sugar schedule caused by the an-
nexation of Hawali, the free admission of Porto RRican sugar, and
the reduction of the duty on Cuban and Philippine sugar have
80 modified the Dingley schedule as to bring it to nearly the
same level as that fixed in the Wilson bill.

2. During the operation of the Dingley bill, the beet-sugar in-
dustry has developed to such an extent that during the winter
months nearly 500,000 tons of domestic granulated sugar is
placed on the market. Climatic conditions and earrying charges
make it practically impossible to hold this sugar until the fol-
lowing summer. During the winter months the demand for
sugar is reduced to the minimum, and during these same months
the Cuban and Louisiana crops of raw sugar are placed on the
market. The influx of beet sugar lowers the price of standard
granulated sugar, which in turn reduces the price of raw sugar,
thereby establishing, not only a lower price for sugar during the
winter months, but a lower price for raws, upon which a lower
price for refined can be based during the remainder of the
year.

It has already been shown that during the past ninety days
the price of Cuban sugar has ranged practically 50 cents per
hundred pounds less than the world’s price, plus our full duty.
Our price for refined sugar has accordingly been depressed, and
the result is that our people have been getting their refined
sugar for nearly one-half a cent a pound less than they would
have been getting it had it not been for the combined influ-
ence of the crop of domestic beet sugar and the Cuban raws
both seeking the market at the same time.

The price for sugar paid by the consumers in the United
States is less than the price paid by consumers in any other
country except England and some of her colonies. Sugar-
producing countries of Europe have two prices for sugar. One
for export and the other for home consumption, the export
pr{ce being 2} to 6 cents a pound less than the consumption
price.

It is with the export price that the producer in the United
States must compete, but our laws are so adjusted that the
consumer in this country actually gets his sugar at a less
price than does the consumer in Continental Europe. If we
should destroy our domestic sugar industry, it would not be
rebuilt. Our consumers would then be at the mercy of the
importers and the foreign producer. Every foreign country ex-
porting sugar to us would then raise its export price and lower
its domestic price, thus making us ultimately pay fully as much
or more for our sugar as we do at the present time, and reduc-
ing the cost to the European consumer,

There is not the slightest doubt that this result would prae-
tically follow the destruction of the domestic sugar industry in
the United States.

In view of the fact that the per capita consumption of sugar
in the United States has increased one-third since the passage
of the Dingley bill in 1897, and in view of the further fact that
the cost of sugar to the consumer in this country has not in-
creased since the Dingley law was passed, and in view of the
further fact of the cost of sugar to the consumer of con-
tinental Europe, and in view of the further fact that the tax
on sugar in the United States is less than the tax on sugar in
any other sugar-producing country of the world, we maintain
that the rates of duty fixed in the Payne bill, which are prac-
tically 40 per cent less than the rates fixed in the Dingley bill,
can not possibly be construed so as to work to the detriment
of sugar consumers in the United States.

SUGAR DUTIES IN EUROPE.

Every sugar-producing country of Europé maintains a higher
tax on sugar than the full Dingley rate on that article, the tax
per hundred pounds being as follows:

In Austria-Hungary the tax is $2.86 on raw sugar, and on
refined sugar $4.02. In Russia the tax is $6.39 on raw and $8.56
on refined. In Germany the tax on raw sugar is $1.98, and on
refined sugar $2.03. In Italy the tax on sugar above 94 degrees
is $8.67, and on sugar below 94 degrees $7.70. In France the
tax on raw sugar is $2.84, and on refined sugar $2.89. In
Holland the tax is $4.82. In Belgium the tax is $2.23, and in
Sweden the tax is §1.80 on sugar above No. 18 Dutch standard.
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HAS THERE BEEN A REASONABLE DEVELOPMENT OF THE BEET-SUGAR IN-
DEBTTBY IN THE UNITED STATES SINCE THE PASSAGE OF THE DINGLEY
LAW

When the Dingley tariff was passed in 1897 there were but
six sugar factories in the United States, and the combined
output was 37,500 long tons a year. There are now 65 beet-
sugar factories in the United States, with a combined out-
put in 1908 of 492,969 long tons (Willett & Gray's Statistical
Trade Journal of January 7, 1909). These factories are secat-
tered throughout 16 States, as follows: One in Arizona, 8 in
California, 16 in Colorado, 4 in Idaho, 1 in Illinois, 1 in Iowa,
1 in Kansas, 16 in Michigan, 1 in Minnesota, 1 in Montana, 1
in Nebraska, 1 in New York, 1 in Ohio, 1 in Oregon, 5 in Utah,
1 in Washington, and 4 in Wisconsin. The increase in the pro-
duction of beet sugar since the passage of the Dingley law has
been over 1,300 per cent.

The fixed investment of the beet-sugar business has reached
a total of nearly $100,000,000, and the American farmers and
lalorers received in 1908 over $40,000,000 from the factories.
The production of sugar from cane grown in the Southern
States in 1908 was 390,888 tons (Willett & Gray's Statistical
Trade Journal of January 7, 1909). The total consumption of
domestie sugar in the United States in 1908 was nearly 900,000
tons,

ADAPTABILITY OF SOIL OF UNITED STATES TO RAISING BEETS.

There is much misinformation concerning the sections of
this country suitable for the growing of sugar beets. However,
the Department of Agriculture has for years printed maps
showing the “ beet belt ” of the United States, and, undoubtedly
Congress and the people will take the conclusions of the Depart-
ment of Agriculture, based upon the experiments of experts,
rather than the prejudiced statements of any person interested
in bringing about free trade for the benefit of a particular
sugar-refining company.

The following extracts from the Yearbook of the Depart-
ment of Agriculture give, in a general way, the best area of the
United States:

It starts at the Hudson, takes In the southern half of New York and
the northern portions of Pennsylvania, Ohio, Indiana, Illinois, lowa,
and Nebraska, the southern half of Michlgan. ‘Wisconsin, and Minne-
sota, all of South Dakota, large sections of Colorado, Utah, Wyoming,
Montana, Idaho, Washington, and Oregon, and the coast side of Call-
fornin. * * * A preat deal of territory that is showing first-class
conditions for growing sugar beets and for manufacturing them into
sugar is lecated around our Great Lakes.

A representative of the Department of Agriculture was asked
by the Ways and Means Committee in the tariff hearings, No-
vember 16, 1908:

How much territory is there in the United States that is adapted to

the gl'owing' of sugar beets? Can ;ou state how much territory of that
kind there Is in the United Btates

To this he replied:

It is adapted to a large part of the farming district of New York,
Pennsylvania—I am talk?ng about the real farming districts—in faect,
you can take a line drawn across the country that will take in Chicago,
the Northern States, say, Minnesota, Michigan, Wisconsin, the northern
half of the State of Iowa, both of the Dakotas, Colorado, Utah, Idaho,
Montana, and it is adapted to nearly all of the intermountain States
where they can get water.

This report of the progress of the beet-sugar industry in the
United States and the adaptability of the soil in this country
made by the Department of Agriculture is based upon experi-
menits recited in detail in the report, and was compiled after
years of study and personal investigation by the representatives
of the depariment. It should, in all fairness, put an end to the
assertions that only a limited area of the United States is
capable of producing beets to be manufactured into sugar.

IS IT REABONABLE TO SUFPOSE THAT UNDER FPROFER TARIFF EEGULATIONS
THE l?é\'ITED STATES COULD FPRODUCE AT HOME ALL OF THE SUGAR IT
NEEDS ¥
Germany, with an area of 10,000 square miles less than the

combined area of Michigan, Wisconsin, and Minnesota, had in

operation, in the manufacturing season of 1907 and 1908, 365

factories, which produced 2,129,507 long tons of sugar. The

actual area under cultivation in the season of 1907 and 1908 in

Germany was 450,030 hectares. A hectare is 2.47 acres. The

cultivated area given over to the raising of beets in Germany in

the season of 1907 and 1008 was therefore 1,111,574.11 acres,
which is considerably less than the area of three average coun-
ties in any of the States of Michigan, Wisconsin, or Minnesota.

Germany, as just stated, produced 2,129.597 long tons of sugar

in 1907-8. The total consumption of sugar in the year 1902 was

8,185,780 tons. Germany therefore produced from beets an

amount equal to two-thirds of all the sugar consumed in the

United States.

In the manufacturing season of 1907-8, the production of

tons; Austria, 1,425,000; Russia, 1,410,000; France, 728,000;
Belgium, 232,000; Holland, 175,000; and other continental
countries, 435,000.

The grand total of cane sugar for the world's markets manu-
factured in the world in the manufacturing season of 1907-8
was 6,000,481 tons, and the grand total of beet sugar manufac-
tured in the same season was 6,972,200, (Willett & Gray's
Statistical Trade Journal, January 7, 1909.) L

Beet sugar furnishes more than half of the world's consump-
tion of sugar, and, in spite of this faect, free traders are found
asserting that the industry is not founded on permanent condi-
tions. e

The Department of Agriculture in the Report on the Progress
of the Beet-Sugar Industry in the United States states:

If we consider only these localities in this country that have the
best facilities for taking rl;_f) the beet-sugar industry, and limit the ter-
ritory simply to that portion capable of productng our own consump-

tion of sugar, it might be sald that the
material advantages over Europe.

WOOL.

Mr, Chairman, I am a great friend of the Ameriean sheep;
in other words, the woolgrower. It has been my great desire to
obtain the greatest measure of protection to American wool
Cheap cost of living and cheap men can never be made the
basis of economic progress. Cheap production means cheap
labor ; cheap labor means low prices; low prices means disaster
to American industry. There never has been, and there never
will be, a time when labor received starvation wages that the
Ameriean people were or will be prosperous. The business
prosperity of this or any other country depends, to a very great
measure, upon the purchasing power of the masses of the
people, and what is true of one industry is also true of another
industry. When high prices for farm and manufactured prod-
ucts and American labor prevail, prosperity also prevails. E

Mr. Chairman, when the duty on wool was less than it is now
the number of sheep in this country decreased. In 1884 there
were more sheep in the United States than ever before or since.
The number, for some reason, fell off until, in 1892, statistics
show there were about 47,500,000 sheep in the United States, and
in 1897 that number had been reduced to 35,000,000 head. When
the Dingley bill was enacted into law, which gave greater pro-
tection to American wool, it stimulated the growth of the flocks
in the United States, and to-day we are again back close to the
highest point in number in the history of the country, or about
47,500,000 sheep, and that industry is fairly prosperous. There
is but one way by which this magnificent flock can be increased
or retained—that is to give ample protection to wool and woolen

ods.
goThle American woolgrower has no other market for his product
except at the woolen mills of the United States, and unless the
woolen mill is prosperous certainly the woolgrower will not
receive a fair price for his wool. The American sheep and the
woolen manufacturer are linked so closely together that it is
impossible to separate them. They must and do go hand in
hand. They must either prosper or langnish as one.

An ad valorem rate of duty has been suggested by some as
being more equitable than a specific duty, but this ecan not be
more truly demonstrated to be impractical than by a statement
which I received from the editor of the Textile World Record,
published at Boston. :

The editor of that journal gave me a report of a recent sale
of wool in England, in which he stated that wools of the first
class were sold on a certain day, and the maximum price re-
ceived was 21 cents per pound, and the minimum price received
the same day was 6% cents per pound. The duty on such wool
is 11 cents per pound, which would mean for the highest prices
prevailing that day, wool, duty paid, laid down in the United
States, at 32 cents per pound, and the minimum price on that
day, duty paid, laid down in the United States, of 173 cents per
pound. -

Again, he gives me the highest price obtained December 5,
1908, for 15,000,000 pounds of unwashed and scoured wool
of the first class—Australian wool. On unwashed wool he gives
39 cents per pound as the highest price obtained, and 33 cents per
pound the lowest price obtained. This wool paid a duty of 11 cents
per pound when brought into our markets. The ad valorem rate
on the former is 28 per cent and on the latter 318 per cent. He
complains about this high rate ad valorems. Again I say, on the
lower-priced wool the tariff is 11 cents per pound, the same as
on the high-priced wool. The lower-priced wools were ad-
mitted to our markets at 143 cents per pound, while the higher
were 50 cents per pound, duty paid, laid down in American mar-
kets, Where, on the other hand, had there been an ad valorem

nited States possesses some

beet sugar in Continental Europe was: Germany, 2,120,597 | duty of, say, 50 per cent, as suggested by some gentlemen who
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wish a change from a specific to an ad valorem, these cheaper
wools would have been put upon our markets at the ruinous
price of 5} cents per pound. No clearer demonstration comnld
be made of the folly of an ad valorem duty on wool.

Again, .on scoured wool he quotes the highest price obtained,
404 cents per pound. The duty on this wool is 33 cents per
pound, The ad valorem rate is 81 per cent. Where, on the .other
hand, the lowest price obtained on that day for scoured wool was
6% cents per pound, the duty is 33 cents per pound, or 507 per
cent ad valorem. Suppose the duty had been 50 per cent ad
valorem, as above suggested, that Australian scoured wool
would have been placed upon our markets at a cost of 9% cents
per pound. I believe all men well informed upon this subject
will admit that our present specific duty upon wool furnishes
better protection and a more eguitable scale for prices than
would an ad valorem duty. '

The total production of woolen goods in the TUnited States
last year was about $400,000,000. Of this total, there were
imported foreign wools to the value of about $40,500,000 worth
and of woolen goods about $22,400,000 worth. These yalues of
coursé are foreign values. The total amount of wools of the
first, second, and third class imported last year was a little less
than 200,000,000 pounds.

IMMIGRATION.

Since 1820 more than 26,000,000 immigrants have come to
this country from all parts of the world; a population almost
equal to three-fourths of the present population of Great Brit-
ain. Since 1897 more than 7,000,000 of these people came to the
United States, and within the last three years 3,500,000 immi-
grants have landed on our shores. Never before in the history
of the world has the percentage of immigration equaled this, an
average per year of 300,000 for eighty-eight years and more than
1,169,000 per year for the past three years. These people came
%o us because the United States furnishes more comforts to its
people and gives greater opportunity for the accumulation of
wealth than does any other country in the world.

A man at work is certainly the most valuable asset of a
nation. Idle men, consuming and not producing, burn the candle
at bofh ends, and are worse than worthless. Individuals can
not make conditions under which our industries may be success-
fully conducted. Lawmakers must create the conditions. The
duty of the lawmaker is to shelter industries from disastrous
competition from outsiders, and to encourage and stimulate
present and build up new industries. A protective tariff is in
the nature of a wall around ?Er gt;rdeu to protect the worker

his product from foreign intrusion.

an’ftl'he il?tent and principle of a protective tariff law is mone
other than to foster capital and labor at home. American
markets are the best markets in the world for American prod-
uects, and great care should be taken in the enactment of laws
to protect American industry from foreign competitive products.
Domestic industries are none too prosperous to-day, and any
revision of our tariff laws that would encourage greater foreign
jmports would be the most unwise act possible for Congress to
perform.

It is my belief that the strongest demand for a revision down-
ward of our tariff schedules comes from men of selfish motives,
or men not thoroughly informed as to the true situation as to
the inactivity in some lines of industry, largely caused by too
much gossip about tariff revision.

There is no disputing that some of our tariff rates In some
particular schedules are high enough to be beyond the point of
mecessary protection, and it is the aim and purpose of this bill
to make equitable adjustments, and I believe it is of great im-
portance that Congress should as speedily as possible settle this
tariff question and the Members of Congress at the earliest pos-
sible date turn their backs upon the Capitol of the United
States and hie away to their respective homes, so that our do-
mestic industries may settle down to some fixed plan and know
what they may depend upon, so’ that manufacturing industries
may go forward as in the past.

An equitably arranged tariff means no willfully idle men.
On the other hand, it means stability to both capital and labor,
and is our greatest safeguard to Americans against ruinous
foreign competition. Gentlemen, I thank you for your attention.

Mr. POU. Mr. Chairman, I do not expect to consume a great
length of time, and I ask now that I may have unanimous con-
sent to conclude my remarks.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from North Carolina asks
unanimous consent to conclude his remarks. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Ar. POU. Mr. Chairman, forced to action by pressure of
public sentiment well-nigh universal, a Republican House of
Representatives, through its members of the Ways and Means
Committee, has attempted to revise the present tariff law.

In 1900 the present Dingley law was considered so perfect, so
beneficent in its operation, so stimulating to business, such a
splendid producer of revenue that the party in power looked
with scorn upon any man who dared to suggest necessity for re-
vision. We were told it was so wonderfully drawn that, while
it put up wages, yet it kept down to a minimum by healthy
American competition the price of those necessities the wage-
earner was compelled to buy. While it insured large profits to
the manufacturer, yet those who were compelled to purchase
manufactured articles paid for such articles even less than they
would have been forced to pay if this marvelous law were not
on our statute books,

It guaranteed the largest dividends to those engaged in pro-
tected manufacturing industries the country had ever seen;
guaranteed the highest wages to the American workingman he
had ever received ; and, yet, by its operation likewise guaranteed
to all the people the lowest prices they had ever paid for both
the necessaries and comforts of life. In fine, even as Mr, Web-
ster said of the Constitution, so the Republican party claimed in
that campaign that this most marvelous piece of legislative
handiwork was in itself “a copious fountain of national, social,
and personal happiness.”

In 1904, party leaders considered that they could not do better
than base their hopes and claim of popular support upon the
same foundation; so they solemnly warned the country that
well enough had better be left alone.

Between the years 1904 and 1908 some mysterious cause
wrought a radical change in popular sentiment. The people of
the Nation realized that, while they had enjoyed a period of
prosperity, the people of other nations not protected by the
Dingley tariff, or, indeed, by any tariff at all, had also enjoyed
a prosperity equal, if not higher in degree, than that enjoyed
by us. The workingman realized that he had been deceived,
for when he examined his account book he found that the cost
of living had advanced in proportion considerably beyond any
advance in the scale of wages he was receiving. The great mass
of people realized that it was contributions taken directly from
their pockets -which turned out eur annual erop of millionaires.

It should not be forgotten that the decade immediately fol-
lowing the enactment of the Dingley law has been character-
ized by the greatest extravagance in appropriating and expend-
ing the people’s money in all the history of our national life,
From a billion-dollar Congress in the years of the last decade
of the last ecentury we are now holding billion-dollar sessions of
Congress, and the man who rises in his seat in this Chamber to
call a halt is considered a demagogue merely playing to the gal-
leries.

To make a long story as short as possible, in 1008, while the
country had not yet passed from wunder the black cloud of
financial panic, the party in power realized that if it did not
explicitly promise to revise our present tariff laws, then the
people would intrust the performance of the task to some other
political party or agency.

A place at the pie counter is desired by us all, let us eandidly
admit, but I have often ‘thought that our Republican friends get
there quicker, stay longer, and are harder to force away than
any class of people on the face of the earth. [Laughter.]
Therefore, rather than lose its place at the counter of the na-
tional restaurant, that party agreed to revise your Dingley
tariff; and when you agreed to revise it you intended the people
of the Nation to understand that yon meant to revise it down-
ward, in a manner fair and just to all sections,

Let us examine how far you have performed your promise;
whether or not you have performed it at all.

Mr. Chairman, I make bold to assert here and now that the
Payne bill is a worse measure than the Dingley bill, which all
parties now admit must pass from the pages of our law books.
In the teeth of your promise to the people to revise downward
you have revised upward, for you have increased the averzge ad
valorem rate of 44.16 per cent under the Dingley bill to 45.72
per cent under the proposed Payne bill.

You have a deficit in the Treasury confronting you—thanks
to your unbridled extravagance—and, in order to cover that
deficit, of course you have got to raise more taxes, which will
come directly from the pockets of the people; but, as I expect to
show, you have been careful not to legislate so that any of
your great tariff-fostered trusts will be forced to surrender any
part of their unreasonable profits or the protection against com-
petition which has surrounded them like a granite wall. Hven
where there is the slightest danger of forcing your tariff-made
trusts to meet competition you have made them secure by giving
them free raw material.

Those of you who support this bill may as well bring your-
selves to realize in the begimming of this debate that all the in-
crease in revenues provided by this bill is taken from the pock-
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ets of the masses, with no compensating benefit in return, and
that swhen you support the Payne bill you are voting for a
higher ad valorem rate than that provided by either the McKin-
ley or the Dingley bill.

IRON AND STEEL.

Probably more time was devoted by the committee to a con-
sideration of the steel and iron schedule than to any other
schedule in this bill. Do you gentlemen claim that your revision
of this schedule will afford any relief whatever to the con-
sumer? Do you suppose for one moment that the result of
your work will save to the man who uses steel one single dollar?
If so, I venture the prediction that you will be disappointed.

After all, Mr. Chairman, what are we here for? Is not the
consumer entitled to some consideration? Must he be for-
ever taxed and forever forced to buy in a market where all
competition is killed? Such has been the position occupied by
the consumer for many years. Special interests can afford to
send their representatives here. Not so with the average eiti-
zen. If he is represented at all, you and I and all other gentle-
men elected to fill seats in this Chamber must see that he has a
square deal. Will any gentleman on the other side of this
Chamber rise in his seat and declare his opinion that the man
who is forced to buy and use steel and iron will actually get
his steel and iron cheaper if the Payne bill shall become a law?

Great is the reduction, indeed. The average ad valorem rate
under the present law is 36.96 per cent. The Payne bill actually
reduces this rate to 36.15—that is to say, less than 1 per cent.

One of the most radical changes in the entire bill is that on
steel rails. You have cut the import duty in half—that is to
say, you have reduced the present duty of $7.84 per ton to $3.92.

It would be interesting to know upon what evidence the ma-
jority of the committee based their action in making this redue-
tion. If you acted upon the evidence of Mr. Carnegie, then you
should have removed the duty entirely, for he said the steel
manufacturers of this country need protection no longer. Even
if you accept the evidence of Judge (Gary, the head of the steel
corporation, you would be justified in taking the same action;
but if you acted upon the evidence of any other steel or iron
manufacturer, you should have done one of two things—either
raise the Dingley rates or permit them to remain as they now
are,

Mr. Carnegie spoke with great frankness, and evidently knew
what he was talking about. More largely interested in steel
and iron than any living man, he yet had the frankness to admit
that the time has come when we can beat the world in the
manufacture of steel and iron, and that it is idle to talk about
our manufacturers needing protection any longer.

Every man who travels a mile on a train or ships a pound
of freight over a railroad is interested in the price of rails. Do
you imagine that you have helped the man who travels or the
man swho ships by reducing the duty on rails 50 per cent? Let
us see.

In 1907 we imported railway bars of iron and steel to the
value of $133,936, or 4,610 tons. Probably not a single addi-
tional ton will be imported because of the reduction from $7.84
to $3.92 per ton. Why? Because $7.84 is practically prohib-
itive and $3.92 is also practically prohibitive. In the same year,
1907, we exported rails to the value of $8384,241, and a large
proportion of rails exported was sold to foreigners considerably
cheaper than the same rails were sold to our own people,

In 1899, Mr. Charles M. Schwab, at that time president of the
Carnegie Company, wrote in a letter to Mr. Frick:

You know we can make ralls for less than $12 per ton, leaving a
nice margin for foreign business. (P. 4805, Hearings.)

At that time the market price of steel rails for home con-
sumption was $28.12 per ton, and has ranged since then from
$27.33, the lowest, to $32.20, the highest.

Does anyone wonder that we have been turning out each
year a new crop of steel millionaires? I know Mr. Schwab
has revised his figures so as to put up the present cost of steel
rails to $21.50 per ton.

One who knows nothing about the steel and iron business, ex-
cept such information as can be obtained from books, govern-
ment statistics, and the like, has but little warrant to speak on
the subject; but I wish every American citizen could read in
full the evidence of Mr. Carnegie, Mr. Schwab, and Judge Gary
before the Ways and Means Committee in framing the steel
and iron schedules offered in this bill for the approval of Con-
gress and the people.

The reductions are paper reductions merely; will help the
consumer little, if any, and certainly will not subject the steel
corporation or any other concern producing iron and steel to
that fair, just, healthy competition which the consumer has a
right to expect. The Government can not pass laws which

force such competition, but it can, at least, by law, remove ob-
stacles which the Government itself erected. That is what the
people expect. They will be satisfied, in my judgment, with
nothing less.

But for fear that the manufacturers of steel and iron might
suffer some little inconvenience by reason of the change in
schedules, behold how careful the majority of the committee
has been to compensate for all possible or prospective loss!

Actually, Mr. Chairman, the Republican majority of this com-
mittee has placed iron ore on the free list. Just think what a
boon this will be to the average American citizen! Iron ore on
the free list! After this bill becomes a law you can buy your
iron ore in open market, with no duty at all to force you to pay
tribute to the man who owns the ore. Who will receive benefit
from this change? Certainly not the consumer, for the price of
iron and steel will be fixed in Pittsburg and Chicago, as it is
now, largely by the Steel Corporation. The revenue which the
Treasury will lose by reason of the placing of iron ore and the
dross from burnt pyrites on the free list amounted to $344,511
in 1906. This amount is a present to the manufacturer, pure
and simple, and aftests the tender solicitude of the Republican
party in dealing with these who are so abundantly able to take
care of themselves.

This fact was established by undisputed evidence during the
progress of the hearings, to wit: The Steel Corporation fixes
prices, and the independent concerns do not dare to vary those
prices. That was admitted in the hearings before the commit-
tee. Mr. King, of Pittsburg, representing the Jones & Laugh-
lin Iron and Steel Company, was asked this question :

As a
o ste'::?::tllr:satl."p;:p;:i}igﬂfl tité% price of steel is largely controlled by

Mr, Kixg. I think that is the fact.

Now, here is this iron and steel schedule, practically prohibit-
ive, under the control of a monopoly, and you leave it prac-
tically prohibitive and under the control of a monopoly still;
but for fear somebody would think you hurt the steel trust you
are in this bill proposing to give them iron ore free, and when
you do that you put your hand in the Treasury of the United
States and take out $344,5611, which is a present, pure and sim-
ple, to the steel trust and its allied corporations. Now, gentle-
men, that is what took place when you came to deal with the iron
and steel schedule. Do you think that the people of the United
States are going to say that you have made good your pledge
when you go before them with the schedules you have written
into this bill? If you do, I predict you will be mistaken. I
know that your orators will throw up their hands and declare
you put iron ore on the free list; but in Heaven's name, whom
is that going to help? The consumer does not buy iron ore;
you do not buy iron ore; I do not buy iron ore. The average
citizen has no earthly need for iron ore. The housewife re-
turning from market has no iron ore in her basket. [Laughter.]
It is the man who is engaged in the manufacture of iron and
steel who buys the ore, and when you take off that duty you
make him a present of $344,000; nothing more or less.

It is no wonder that this business has turned out an annual
crop of millionaires in our country. Let me give you, gentle-
men, an extract from the evidence taken by the committee in
these hearings. There was a gentleman who appeared before
the committee who impressed me as trying to tell the exact
truth whether it helped his cause or hurt it; my friend Mr.
Grices asked him to tell the amount of the capital stock of
his corporation, and he replied $30,000,000. Mr. Grices asked
him then what his stock was selling for, and he said there was
none of it for sale, but that he supposed it would be worth, cer-
tainly, around 110. Then this same gentleman was asked how
much capital his concern started with, and what amount do you
suppose he named? He said he did not know, but the amount
was less than $100,000. Then he was asked the further question
whether anything had been paid in since the corporation was
originally organized, and he said not a penny. Now, this cor-
poration started with less than $100,000, not a dollar has since
been paid in, and it is now capitalized at thirty millions, and is
really worth far in excess of that stupendous amount, Itis a
close corporation, and none of the stock ean be bought; and, ac-
cording to one of the officers, it is worth at least 110 on the
market.

That is an illustration of the enormity of this schedule. This
is but a small illustration of how the steel producers of the
United States build up immense fortunes out of the pockets of
the people. The next schedule that illustrates the love of the
majority of the committee for the large manufacturer is the
leather schedule——

Mr, JOHNSON of South Carolina. I do not desire to inter-
rupt the symmetry of the gentleman’s speech, but before the
gentleman passes from the iron schedule I want to ask the
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gentleman what you have done for the farmers in the way of
cotton ties?

Mr. POU. Cotton ties are still on the dutiable list. The
bill reduftlcées the duty from five-tenths to three-tenths of a cent

po =

Mr. JOHNSON of South Carolina. Is this corporation, of
which the gentleman spoke as making millionaires every year,
engaged in making cotton ties?

Mr. POU. It is.

Mr. JOHNSON of South Carolina., Was there any evidence
as to what it costs to make the ties?

Mr, POU., There was evidence before the committee, but I
will say to my friend that I have not investigated that and
could not answer offhand; but the cotton-tie business is con-
trolled by the Steel Corporation and the price of ties is fixed by
the corporation, as Mr. King, the gentleman from whose evi-
dence I read a while ago, admitted. I have the evidence here
in this connection, and I suppose I might as well read that also.
He admitted that prices were not only fixed by the Steel Cor-
poration, but that, as a rule, the manufacturers of steel sold
their products cheaper abroad than at home,

I again quote from his evidence:

Mr. Pou. As a rule, all of you do sell a little cheaper outside of this
eounrr%tban you do inside, do you not?

Mr. Kixg. I think that is true; yes.

Mr. Pou. And therefore all steel manufacturers have an export price
and a domestic price?

AMr. KiNe. Yes.

Mr. Pou. The export price is less than the domestic price?

Mr. E1xg. I think that is true.

Mr. Chairman, when this measure comes to be discussed be-
fore the people of the country and its practical benefits are
brought home to the thousands who toil and pay the taxes that
go into the National Treasury, you will find that this steel
schedule is still a fraud and a sham; that it protects the man
who is able to protect himself; is still making the rich richer
and the poor poorer all the time, and that you have failed to
carry out the pledge which you made in your platform to re-
vise your tariff, which everybody understood to mean to revise
downward. [Applause on the Democratic side.]

DUTY ON BHOES AND HIDES.

Now, take the item of shoes. I have not time to go over
these schedules at length.., Yes; you reduce the import duty on
shoes. Do you think the reduction is going to help anybody?
Does anybody think that any more shoes are going to be im-
ported than are imported now? Your schedule is still prac-
tically prohibitive. Yes; you cut it down a little. We brought
in, I believe, last year, $155,000 worth of shoes. That was the
entire amount of importations from abroad. That shows that
the American shoe manufacturer has control of the American
;:;arket. And what did you do for him? You put hides on the

ee list. 3

Do you think that is right? I wanted to ask the gentleman
from Indiana [Mr. CRomMPACKER] yesterday, when he was mak-
ing his plea for free raw material, to answer this question:
If it is right to put hides on the free list, tell us why it is
not right to put wool on the free list also? I understand the
gentleman did not want to be asked that question. Possibly our
friend from Indiana had in mind a remark, the author of which
I will not name—

There's man;
Badly spoil:

[Laughter.]

But if it is right to put one on the free list, it is right to put
the other on the free list, and no man can——

Mr. WEISSE. Will the gentleman allow me to ask him a
guestion?

Mr. POU. Yes.

Mr. WEISSE. Does the gentleman believe that if there was
not any duty on hides they would be any lower?

Mr. POU. If there was not any duty on hides?

Mr. WEISSE. Yes; if the price in this country would be any
lower?

Mr. POU. I think it would.

Mr. WEISSE. When they put ecalfsking on the free list,
they went up higher, and the markets of the world went up to
our market., What caused that?

Mr. POU. I suppose it was due to the great demand for calf-
gkins. There was a peculiar demand for calfsking that did not
apply to skins generally. But the gentleman will not deny the
proposition that putting an article on the free list affects the
price of it, will he?

Mr. WEISSE. I absolutely will in regard to hides and calf-
gkins, because we are the largest consumer of hides and calf-
skins in the world and establish the price in the world’s mar-

a speech for home consumption
by a cruel interruption.

ket, and we will establish it if we have free hides and free ! only.

calfskins, Further than that, the market declined last year
about 70 per cent, and it was not on account of the duty, but
it was on account of the Republican panie, which was the
cause of the decline in all merchandise, and now they are try-
ing to bring in a tariff bill to brace up the prices that went
down, even during the existence of the great Dingley tariff.

Mr. POU. I can not defend the action of the majority of
the committee in framing this bill at all, Mr. Chairman. I
started out to prove that schedules in the bill are unjust, that
they discriminate, and I stick to what I said, that no man can
tell a reason why there should be discrimination against the
cattle raisers of this country. That is what I am talking about.
If you are going to put hides on the free list, then you ought to
put wool there also.

I have not heard a solitary reason assigned yet, and do not
expect to hear any good reason assigned, because none exists,
I believe that a duty on hides does affect the price of hides to
some extent, though but little. And in the laying of duties for
the purpose of raising revenue, I contend that the people who
are engaged in the business of raising hides are entitled to as
much, if not more, consideration than the manufacturer of
the shoes. Why? Consider the people who are engaged in farm-
ing, and there is a vast number of them. It is very much more
difficult for them to unite and combine for their own protection
and mutual advantage than it is for the large manufacturers,
It is a hard matter for these people to unite for their own good.
It is a comparatively easy matter for those that are engaged
in the manufacture of the finished product. And if you are
going to put hides on the free list, no human being, in my judg-
ment, can assign any good reason why shoes should not be put
there also. Yet you leave a duty of 15 per cent on shoes. Yon
put hides on the free list. You leave the cattle raisers in the
mountaing of North Carolina, on the prairies of Texas, and of
the West open to competition with the entire world. When it
comes to the man who is engaged in the business of manufactur-
ing shoes, you shut out competition from abroad to the extent
of 15 per cent, and you have made him a present of the duty
that hitherto has gone into the Treasury that comes from the
importation of 124,000,000 pounds of hides, which amounts to
nearly three millions of dollars—$2,829,000, to be exact.

Mr. YOUNG of New York. May I ask the gentleman a
question? ]

Mr. POU. I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. YOUNG of New York. Do I understand the gentleman to
state that the duty on hides has been to the advantage of the
farmer?

Mr. POU. I say I think it has bhad a tendency to keep up
the price of hides a little. ;

Mr. YOUNG of New York. I have gone over the statistics as
published by the Government, and I find that the price of cattle
is practically the same to-day as it was before the passage of
the Dingley tariff bill. I find that cattle sell at 4 and 5 cents a
pound on the hoof, and the hide is taken off by the beef trust
and sold to the people of this country at about 14 cents a
pound. I would like to know where the farmer comes in? I am
a merchant in New York, and in Pennsylvania am a farmer.
To minimize the loss on the farm, I have for a number of years
fattened steers. Last year, and for two or three years past, I
sold them for about 4% cents a pound, and for the beef I bought
back I paid about 16 cents, and- the hide was sold for about 12
cents. I would like to know where I, as a farmer, was benefited
by the duty on hides?

Mr. POU. That would involve too long an explanation for
me to make here this afterncon, If the gentleman will ask me a
direct question on a subject that I am supposed to know some-
thing about, I certainly would answer him; but as to his private
financiering as a farmer in Pennsylvania and as a merchant in
New York, I would imagine that the balance was largely in
favor of the New York merchant and against the Pennsylvania
farmer. [Laughter.]

Mr. YOUNG of New York. I can imagine that the cattle
business is entirely controlled by a monopoly, and, as I under-
stand that side of the House, it is absolutely opposed to monopo-
lies and trusts.

Mr. POU. What do I understand the gentleman fo say is
controlled by a trust? I understood the gentleman to state
something about a trust. -

Mr. YOUNG of New York. The price of beef and hides is
controlled absolutely by a trust, the packers of the TUnited
States.

Mr. POU. Then, if that is true, according to the gentleman's
own contention, the repeal of this duty on hides is not going to
hurt or help the farmer, but will inure to the benefit of the trust
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Mr. YOUNG of New York. It will give the world hide supply
to all tanners.

Mr, JAMES. In view of the fact that the gentleman has
asserted that there was a trust, a beef trust, why did he not
have that monopoly brought to the attention of this vigorous
Republican administration, and have the trust prosecuted and
destroyed ?

Mr. YOUNG of New York. In answer to that I will say that
the Government has already prosecuted that trust.

Mr. JAMES. I know they prosecuted the trust, but what did
they succeed in doing with it?

Mr. YOUNG of New York, They did the best they could with
the evidence procurable.

Mr. JAMES. And what was that?

Mr. YOUNG of New York. I do not want to interfere with
the gentleman further, but to say just this one word.

Mr. POU. Mr. Chairman, if the gentleman——

Mr. JAMES. Do not prevent him from answering that ques-
tion.

Mr. YOUNG of New York. If you will permit one more in-
terruption, I was talking to a large tanner from your own
State within three days, and he told me that he found it was
impossible to conduet his business as an independent tanner,
and he has made arrangement with the trust to tan hides for
them to keep in business.

Mr. JAMES. I have not heard an answer to my question.
The gentleman said he was going to tell us what was done with
the beef trust. That the entire country is trust-ridden all men
must admit, and why is it that his party, which is in power,
does not do something to free the people from the oppression of
monopoly ?

Mr. POU. Mr. Chairman, the inquiries of the gentleman from
New York were involved with so very many preliminaries and
g0 many conditions I hardly think I could be expected to answer
them. What I am arguing, and what I shall not be diverted
from, is this: That in the framing of a tariff bill we ought, if
possible, adhere to a principle, and no man has assigned any
reason which, to my mind, is sufficient why hides should be put
on the free list, unless you are going to put shoes, wool, and
other raw material also on the free list. Why except hides?
What conditions surround the farmer engaged in raiging cattle
that justify you in exposing him to a competition world-wide
unless you require the shoe manufacturer to meet the same com-
petition? You force the cattle raiser to sell his hides in com-
petition with all the world, and you say that is right. But
when that same cattle raiser goes to buy shoes you say to him,
you must patronize a protected manufacturer or pay a duty of
15 per cent; and I say that is wrong., [Applause on the Demo-
cratée side. ]

I undertake to say that when you took the duty of $2,829,000
out of the Treasury, which has been annually collected from
124,000,000 pounds of hides, you made a present of just that
amonnt either to the trust or to the shoe manufacurer; I do
not care which. You have taken it out of the Treasury. The
Treasury will no longer receive it. You have denied the
benefit of it to the cattle raisers all over this country; and if
your tariff is worth anything, it is worth as much to the cattle
raisers, or ought to be, as to anybody else. You have told us
it was a great blessing to all classes; that it was a fountain
overflowing with benefits to everybody. If that is true, and
we have heard that song ever since 1897, why is it that you
take the cattle raisers of Texas, North Carolina, and the moun-
tains, plains, and prairies all over this country and force them
to compete with the world, when you have surrounded every
trust and combination in the country with an all-sufficient wall
to protect it against all competition? {Applause on the Demo-
cratic gide.] I say that in the next campaign, when you go
before the country, if you still have that injustice in your bill,
you will find that the people will hold you accountable for mak-
ing a diserimination against this large and respectable class of
citizens. [Applause on the Democratic side.]

The item is a revenue producer; and in the laying of revenue
which must incidentally protect, I hold that the farmer is en-
titled to exactly the same consideration as any other citizen of
the Republic; and in changing this schedule I respectfully ad-
monish you, here and now, that you have perpetrated a gross
injustice upon thousands of American citizens which they ought
to resent, and which they probably will resent as soon as they
understand the treatment they have received at your hands
and when the opportunity is presented. [Applause on the
Democratic side.]

You have taken nearly $3,000,000 from the Treasury of
the United States and given it to the shoe manufacturers of
the ceuntry. You have exposed the cattle raisor, as I have
gaid, to competition with the entire world. The price of his

hides will be fixed by the world-wide law of supply and de-
mand. This being the case, I respectfully submit there is no
reason why the price of the finished product shounld not be fixed
by the same law.

INEQUITY OF THE WOOL SCHEDULE.

Again, Mr. Chairman, every man, woman, and child in Amer-
jea is interested in the wool schedule. Whoever wrote that
schedule in the Dingley law did great injustice to the people of
this Nation. Here was your opportunity, Mr. Chairman, if you
really intended to help the average citizen. The Dingley rates
were ridiculously high, and I doubt if anybody in America really
understands exactly what these rates mean, except Mr, William
Whitman, of Massachusetts.

Women’s and children's dress goods protected by an ad
valorem rate ranging from 71.43 per cent to 167.68 per cent,
averaging 103 per cent; wearing apparel, clothing ready made,
and so forth, with an average ad valorem rate of 9454 per
cent; flannels for underwear, with an average ad valorem of
107.52 per cent; blankets, with an average of 80.78 per cent;
knit fabrics, with an average of 101.84 per cent; yarns, with an
average of B7.77T per cent; wool itself, with an average ad
valorem of 42.61 per cent.

Here was your opportunity, Mr. Chairman, if you really
wanted to help the man who needs your help—the wage-earner,
the salaried man, the farmer, the professional man—all classes
in every station in life—here was the great opportunity which
the American people offered to your committee when they took
you at your word and returned a Republican Congress last
November. In 1907 the American people imported $62,000,000
worth of wools and woolen goods, and paid therefor an even
hundred million dollars, How much they paid to the manu-
facturer of woolen goods is beyond all calculation.

Did you avail yourselves of this opportunity? Here is how
you did it: You reduced the present average ad valorem duty
on wool and woolen goods from 60.02 per cent to 5940 per cent.
The revenue you received under the present law during the
last fiscal year was $37,973,891.34.

The revenue which you yourselves reported will be taken
from the people under the proposed bill is $37,586,491.906. Wear-
ing apparel you did not reduce at all, and still remains at 94.54
per cent. Women's and children’s dress goods you only re-
duced one-tenth of 1 per cent. . Under the old law it was duti-
able at 103.33 per cent, while under the new law it will be
dutiable at 103.23 per cent. Blankets, which must be used by a
large per cent of our people, where they are able to pay for
them, are still dutiable, as under the old law, at 80.78 per cent.

I wish every American citizen who can read would send and
get Schedule K of your new bill and examine the same for him-
self. The burden which the people have borne so long, and
which you have still left upon their shoulders, would so reveal
itself that the people would rise up and require that you make
an honest revision of this schedule in the interest of the con-
sumer as well as the manufacturer. The outrage the people
have endured would shock the conscience of the Nation, if fully
realized, if the people fully understood how the prices of the
very necessaries of ordinary everyday living have been doubled
by the imposition of the unjust rates provided in Schedule K.

MONOPOLY TO MANUFACTURERS OF GLOVES.

Let us consider, also, the manner in which the majority of the
committee has dealt with another very important article of
wearing apparel—women’s and children’s gloves. Gloves worn
by men are almost entirely of American manufacture, because
the duty under the Dingley bill was placed so high that there
has been practically no competition from abroad. In 1907, 108,-
000 dozen men's gloves were imported from abroad. The duty
runs from $4 to $7.55 per dozen. The duty on women’s and
children's gloves, of sheep origin and not over 17 inches long,
under the present law is $2.50 per dozen, and the duty on this
class of gloves likewise runs from $2.50 per dozen to $5.80, the
ad valorem duty on women’s and children’s gloves being around
the average per cent of 51.98.

This condition of affairs was too much for the Republican
party. The opportunity was too inviting; the stake was too
large. The result was that this committee, pledged to revise
and revise downward, actually increased the ad valorem duty
on women's and children’s gloves from 51.89 per cent to 72.65
per cent. Gloves under 17 inches in length are increased from
$2.50 to $4.70 per dozen; kid gloves not over 14 inches are in-
creased from £3 to $4, from $3.40 to $4.40, from $3.80 to £4.80,
from $4 to $5.75, from $4.40 to $6.15 according to the lining,
finishing, etc.

If this schedule should be enacted into law, there is not a
woman or a child in America who wears gloves who would not
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suffer by reason of the change, and the beneficiaries of the
change would probably be confined within the limits of one city,
Gloversville, N. Y.

The change in this schedule is not surprising to some of us
who have been in Washington for quite a while and have gained
some little insight into the way in which things are done. Dur-
ing the last days of the last session of the Sixtieth Congress the
fate of the subsidy bill was hanging in the balance. The meas-
ure had passed the Senate and had come to the House for ratifi-
cation or rejection. It was known that the vote would probably
be very, very close. In this exigency Republican leaders who
had this measure in charge brought {o their assistance all of the
old guard within reach, who were supposed to have influence
over the membership of the House of Representatives, One very
genial gentleman in particular, who is largely interested in the
glove business, was on the scene and, it is said, did yeoman serv-
ice in bringing up Republican recaleitrants to the support of that
vicious measure, Likewise, iinmediately preceding the assem-
bling of the present Congress, when the organization of the
House was in doubt, this same genial gentleman was on hand
doing yeoman service to force back into line bolters from the
regular Republican column.

His town of Gloversville has control of the output of men's
gloves to a very large extent. His community enjoys a protec-
tion against competition which is so complete that during the
year 1907 only 108,000 dozen men's gloves were brought into the
United States from abroad. His community has had a monop-
oly of this business. Now, lo and behold, he is to be rewarded
with an additional monopoly probably of the manufacture of
women’s and children’s gloves also.

It will not be very long before the women of this Nation will
experience an object lesson of Rlepublican revision of the tariff
on gloves. Woe unto the Republican party on that day when
the wrath of the American woman is aroused! The rocks and
the hills will not be sufficient to hide you from her vengeance.
[Laughter and applause on the Democratic side.]

During a speech of Hon. CHAMP CLARK, leader of the minority
in the House of Representatives, on Wednesday last, a colloquy
occurred between him and the present Speaker of this House.
In that colloquy a statement was made by the Speaker which,
when considered, will probably cause some people of this Na-
iion to sit up and take notice. In a speech made by himself in
the State of Missouri in the last campaign the Speaker stated,
in substance, that he informed the voters of one of the zinec-
producing districts of Missouri that if at the ensuing election
that congressional district returned a Democrat, he would take
it to mean that the people did not desire a duty on zine; but
if they returned a Iepublican, he would interpret the result
as meaning that the people did desire a duty on zinc ore, and
that he would vote in accordance with the politics of the gen-
tleman elected by the people of that district at the ballot box
in November, 1508,

I have very great respect for the Speaker and can not belleve
he was speaking seriously when he made that statement; but
if he was serious, the statement may throw some light on the
action of the committee in framing this bill. e

The farmers of Virginia and North Carolina asked for an in-
crease in the duty on peanuts. It was denied to them. The
long-staple cotton raisers of Georgia and Florida asked for a
duty on long-staple cotton, 300,000 bales of which are imported
annually. A reasonable import duty on long-staple cotton would
raise considerable revenue, but the request of these people was
denied by the majority of the committee.

Their cause was not worthy of consideration. They had sent
a Democrat to Congress, not a Republican. If an import duty
on long-staple cotton is a good thing for them, then they must
be punished for recording their honest convictions at the ballot
box.

One of the important mining industries of the mountain dis-
trict of my State is the mica industry. In 1902, 40 mica mines
were reported in operation in the United States. Of these, 28
were located in North Carolina, and 14 of them were reported
idle. Those engaged in the industry earnestly begged the com-
mittee not to change the import duties- provided in the Dingley
Act; but they made their plea in vain, and they even sent a Re-
publican to Congress,

No doubt they had heard of what the Speaker of this House
told the voters of the Joplin district in Missourl. By a very
narrow margin they defeated one of the most useful Representa-
tives in this Chamber. Now, lo! and behold! the Speaker has
failed to keep his word; and, even though a Republican has
been sent here—for only one term, however, I predict—the
committee has recommended a radical reduction in the import
duty on mica.

In the face of a probable annual deficit of $100,000,000, the
committee was forced to provide for the raising of additional
revenue. This additional revenue could easily have been raised
by reducing the import duty on various articles in the Dingley
bill to the competing point. Without inflicting one iota of
injury upon the wool growers of America, much additional
revenue could have been raised by an honest revision down-
ward of the wool schedule.

I have not time to discuss this proposition at length, but I
have been told by those who have made a careful study of
the Dingley schedules, that it is possible to raise much addi-
tional revenues by an honest revision downward. [Applause
on the Democratic side.]

HOW REVENUE WILL BE RAISED.

Let us consider how the additlonal revenues have been
provided. First, by a tax on tea. Immediately upon the pas-
sage of this bill there will be an advance in the price of tea,
and every American citizen who is forced to pay that increase
in price may understand that the majority in this House is
directly responsible therefor. [Applause on the Democratic
side.]

Likewise, Mr. Chairman, the southern people are largely
interested in the manufacture of lumber. We bhave a peren-
nial growth of timber. The present rate on sawed lumbep is
only 12.94 per cent, but your committee has felt constrained to
cut this in half, thereby reducing the ad valorem rate to .47
per cent. For the fiscal year ending June 30, 1906, the importa-
tion of Iumber and the manufactures thereof amounted to a
frifie more than $£28,000,000, paying into the Treasury revenues
amounting to $3,650,054.

In the last campaign, throughout the length and breadth of
my State at least, Republicans were warning every voter who
owned a bunch of trees not to vote the Democratic ticket, be-
cause a Democratic Congress would certainly reduce or remove
this duty entirely. Everywhere the promise was made that a
Republican Congress would see to it that the duty on lumber
should not be changed.

LUMBER SCHEDULE.

I am told by those engaged in the lumber business that a
duty of $1 per thousand, practically speaking, leaves them at
the mercy of the lumber manufacturers of Canada; that is, so
far as the esatern market is concerned. They insist that the
present rate of $2 per thousand has only benefited them to the
extent of enabling them to find a market for their lower grades.
In other words, they say it enables them to eclean up the cut
of the tree. Why strike at these people? Many of them voted
your ticket in the last campaign.

Why leave an average ad valorem import duty of 59 per cent
on wool while you reduce the average ad valorem on wood and
1ts manufactures from 16.03 per cent to 10.42 per cent? If the
manufacturer of metals is entitled to a protection of 36.15 per
cent, as proposed by this bill, is not the lumber manufacturer
entitled to the same consideration? If the manufacturer of
earthenware and glassware is entitled to an average ad valorem
duty of 52.13 per cent, which is an actual increase, by what
process of reasoning did you feel justified in reducing the aver-
agetml valorem rate on lumber from 16.03 per cent to 10.42 per
cent?

The chemical schedule is protected to the extent of 28 per
cent. Tobacco and the manufactures thereof are protected by
an average ad valorem of 104 per cent. Agricultural products
and provisions are protected by an average eguivalent ad valo-
rem of 39.08 per cent. The manufacturers of spirits, wines, and
other beverages are protected by an average equivalent ad valo-
rem of 74.92 per cent—increased from 71.18 per cent. Cotton
manufacturers are protected by an ad valorem of 50.27 per cent.
I challenge the majority of the committee to name a single indi-
vidual who has received such a scant consideration as the lum-
ber manufacturers of this Nation.

Upon what evidence the committee based its action I do not
know, but I do know that throughout the length and breadth of
the country, with singular unanimity, a plea has come up to
this committee from Iumber manufacturers asking that the old
rates of duty be permitted to stand. I charge that this is a
diserimination against these people. If you are going to have a
tariff at all, they are entitled to exactly the same consideration
as any other class of manufacturers of this Nation. [Applause.)

You gave to the woolgrower ample protection against compe-
tition from abroad. Is not the man who has carefully protected
his forests entitled to the same consideration? Why should you
make a distinction? What has the owner of stumpage done
that the value of his property must be impaired, as he contends,
by the reduction of this duty? [Applause,]
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This is another illustration of the discrimination and favoritism
which charaeterizes the pages of this bill. I may be mistaken,
but I believe that this large and respected class of citizens will
hold you accountable for this discrimination against them at
the first opportunity. If you had reduced all duties 50 per cent
these people would not have one word to say. If you had made
an honest revision as you promised to do, so that lumber manu-
facturers would receive some benefit when they go upon the
market to purchase necessaries, they would have no right to
complain.

I believe you had a deliberate purpose in view when you
made this radieal reduction in the duty on sawed boards, and
go forth. Until a storm of protest was raised you intended
to make lumber the scapegoat of this bill. You intended to
sacrifice lumber to atone for all your other sins. No doubt you
think you can go before the people in the coming campaign and
use this as a justification of the promise made in your platform.
Be warned, here and now, that it is a two-edged sword. The
people to whom you will appeal believe in justice, fair play, that
which a distingnished gentleman was pleased to denominate “a
square deal” You have not given to the Iumber people of
America a square deal in this bill—a bill that is far worse, as a
whole, than the one you are proposing to repeal. Both are bad
enough, heaven knows. But were conceived in sin and born in
iniquity. The old bill, because it is unjust, has already risen up
to curse and plague you. The day is not far distant when the
favoritism of your new bill will become so apparent that the peo-
ple will rise up and sweep from power those who are responsible
for its enactment into law. [Applanse on the Democratic side.]

Reckless extravagance is the cause of the deficit of $100,000,-
000 annually, which now confronts the party in power. You
could easily have covered a large proportion, or perhaps all, of
this deficit by an honest revision of the Dingley law. Possi-
bilities of largely increased revenue are invelved in the woel
schedule alone. You have preferred, however, to raise addi-
tional revenue by a tax on tea, by a tax on inheritances, which
have been fully discussed in this Chamber. [Applause on the
Democratic gide.]

The abuse which was heaped upon those who provided an
income tax in the Wilson bill is yet fresh in the memory of
most of us. This Congress, in less than thirty days, can pro-
vide for submitting to the States an amendment to the Consti-
tution providing for a tax on incomes. Very many prominent
lawyers suggest that probably an amendment to the Constitu-
tion is not necessary ; but even if you had proposed the amend-
ment you would have done your part. You preferred, however,
to impose a tax upon inheritances of the poor as well as the
rich—a tax already provided by most of the States of the
Union. You are, therefore, imposing a double tax upon inher-
itances in most of the States. It is not surprising, therefore,
that the legislature of at least one State has passed resolutions
protesting against your inheritance tax. [Applause.]

Mr. Chairman, before leaving this proposed inheritance tax,
I will mention one peculiar provision. In the same spirit of
discrimination and favoritism the Republican majority of the
committee has provided in the bill that where any property is
devised or bequeathed to any person who is a bishop, said bishop
shall not be required to pay the tax. Why the majority of the
committee was willing to extend this exemption to a bishop and
not to the ordinary everyday preacher is something I would like
to hear explained by those who drew the direct inheritance tax
provision. [Laughter.]

DEFICIT UNDER THE DINGLEY BILL.

Mr. Chairman, desperate, indeed, must be the plight of a party
which is willing to impose such burdens as these upon a long-
suffering people. You have a deficit of a hundred millions an-
nually on your hands, and the Dingley bill is still in force. A
deficit, and the Dingley law still in force. I will tell yom
how you are going to cover your deficit, and you are going to
have it all right. You may partly cover it by a direct tax on tea,
you may partly eover it by a direct tax on inheritances, but there
is one thing you are going to do about which there is no earthly
doubt. ¥You are going to issue bonds. Oh, how we have heard of
the Cleveland bond issue! It has been rung in our ears in this
Chamber to my knowledge for eight years; yet now, lo and be-
hold, while the Dingley bill is still in force, which was all
sufficient, we were told, to bring back prosperity, to furnish
abundant revenue, when there is not a cloud that darkens the
horizon of national peace, when there is an absolute ealm
throughout the length and breadth of the land, we are to pro-
vide for issning $250,000,000 of bonds annually! Do not forget
that, if you please.

That is the way you are going to raise your revenue—by an
issue of bonds and by a direct tax on tea and on inheritances,

You could have raised, in my humble judgment, every dollar
of this additional revenue if you had put down the wool sched-
ule, if you had revised it honestly in the interests of the con-
sumer. [Applause on the Democratic side.] You would have
not had to put a tax on tea; you would not have had to put a
tax on inheritances, which in 38 States is going to operate
as a double tax. Take a body of experis, who are honestly
favorable to a revision of this tariff in the interest of the
masses and not in the interests of a few, and let them revise
the tariff. The tariff has always been revised in the interests
of the few, and that has been the curse of this country dur-
ing my lifetime. You can not put a dollar into one man’s
pocket without taking it out of another man's pocket. You
can not establish a prohibitive protection without giving to
the manufacturer a monopoly of the home market; and the
party I belong to says that that is wrong. I am willing to
have you put an import duty on almost any article, a duty suffi-
cient to cover the difference in cost here and abroad; and when
you have done that, you have done all that any man ought to
ask you to do.

When you put the manufacturer in America upon an equality
with the manufacturer of the world, he has no right to ask you
to do any more. When he asks you to surround him with a
protection that kills off all competition, he is asking of you the
privilege of putting his hand in somebody’s pocket and taking
out dollars without giving the value thereof in return. [Ap-
plause on the Demoecratic side.] Such a principle as that can
not last forever. I do not wonder the Dingley bill has risen
up to plague the party responsible for it, and this bill will rise
up to plague you, and if you pass it there will be an ever in-
creasing restlessness among the masses, and the time will come
when under God you will be forced to do justice between the
masses of the people and the favored few. [Loud applause on
the Democratic side.] That is the principle of the party I
belong to. I would to God we could take the tariff question
out of politics. I would to God we could submit the whole
question to some eommission or some body of men who would
deal with it from a business standpoint, who would deal
with it from the standpoint not of the manufacturer’s in-
terest, but from the standpoint of the people who dot the hills
and live upon the plains, and who are forced to pay the taxes
that run this great Government.

I would be willing to favor almost any measure that would
remove the tariff question as a football to be kicked back and
forth between the two political parties. It is too great, there
is too much involved in it. The whole country is waliting
now while we are discussing this gquestion in this Chamber.
The American peeple are waiting to see what we do here. I
say, let us act upon this question as quickly as the importance
of the question will justify. Let us settle this spirit of unrest,
this fear to do business that now exists throughout the land.
[Applause.]

OPPORTUNITY FOR FRAUD.

One of the most important sections in this bill is susceptible
of two or more constructions. If there is any gentleman on
the other side of this Chamber, or on either side, who can ex-
plain to us exactly what section 29 of the Payne bill means,
he will confer a favor upon at least one Member of the House
by making such explanation. This section corresponds with
section 30 of the Dingley bill and section 22 of the Wilson bill
It is identically the same in both, and is not difficult of inter-
pretation. The Dingley law provides that where imported
materials on which duties have been paid are used in the manu-
facture of articles manufactured or produced in the United
States, there shall be allowed on the exportation of such arti-
cles a drawback equal in amount to the duties paid on the
materials used less 1 per cent.

Before the exporter can place his hand in the Treasury, under
the old law, he must show, first, that he has manufactured an
article for export; second, that all or part of the materials used
in the manufaeture of such articles were imported; third, that
he has paid the import duty upon such articles. Having shown
this, he is entitled to receive back 99 per cent of the duties paid
out by him upon the imported material.

Now, the Payne bill materially changes this section, and what it
really does mean is certainly not plain. It may mean a great deal,
or it may mean nothing. It certainly does provide that a drawback
shall be paid, not only in cases where articles manufactused for
export are made up of foreign material, but also where such
articles are made up of domestic material, as well. If the sec-
tion means that the exporter is entitled to a drawback where
articles for export are made up, wholly or in part, of domestic
material, then the committee has eonferred upon the exporter a
bounty, pure and simple. It is insisted by gentlemen in this
Chamber that the section really means that the exporter is
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entitled to a bounty wherever he exports articles made up of
domestic material. If this construction be correct, it will be
difficult to compute the amount of money this section will take
out of the Treasury.

I do not believe even a stand-pat Republican can afford to
commit himself to such a radical departure as this. Certainly
we are entitled to know what the section means, and up to this
hour I submit there has been no sufficient explanation,

Now, what do you say in section 297

On the exportation of articles manufactured or produced in the
United States, either in whole or in Tart, of Imported materials, or from
domestic materials of equal quantity and productive manufacturin

uality and value, such guestion to be determined by the SBecretary o
tqhe Treasury, there shall be allowed a drawback equal to the amount
of duty paid on the imported articles used, or where domestic ma-
terials are used, to the duties pald on the equivalent of imported ma-
terial, less the legal deduction of 1 per cent.

Does anybody know what that means? Now, I will fell you
what I think it means or rather what I think it was intended to
mean.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Is that section 297

Mr. POU. Yes. I think that it was intended to mean this:
That where articles are imported and afterwards exported the
exporter gets a drawback, and it means that where a man im-
ports an article for any purpose he credits himself with the
amount of duty paid to the Government on that article and then
if at any time within three years he exports anything, and has
used therein either imported material or domestic material, he
is entitled to be paid back out of the Treasury whatever amount
he has theretofore paid out less 1 per cent. That is what 1
think you intended to say, but you did not say it.

The result is that a great many gentlemen construe this sec-
tion to mean that wherever a man is engaged in the export busi-
ness and uses domestic material he is entitled to be paid
out of the Treasury a bounty to the extent of what would have
been paid if he imported all the material used, and it looks as
if the section might bear that construction. If it does, then
during the next year or two after this bill goes into effect you
may expect to see $200,000,000 taken out of the Ireasury by way
of bounties. Why enlarge this section at all? Was it not good
‘enough? We paid out under the old law nearly $7,000,000 an-
nually in drawbacks, and the Standard Oil Company got a large
portion of it. Are you not satisfied with the operation of your
drawback clause? I think it is broad enough now. Now, I may
be obtuse and may not understand the English language suffi-
ciently to construe this section, but I do think that some one of
the able lawyers on the other side of this Chamber, and there
are quite a number of them over there, ought to take this sec-
tion and reform it so that it will be perfectly plain and nobody
can misunderstand it. I know of no man who could perform
that task better than my distinguished friend from Illinois [Mr.
BouTELL].

Mr, HILL. If the gentleman will pardon me for just a mo-
ment, I admit the thing is somewhat confusing, and must nec-
essarily be, but if the gentleman will just bear this in mind, if
instead of calling ita * drawback law ” he would give the French
title to it, “ the law of temporary admission,” then I think he
would find that all the difficulties would resolve themselves,
the only difference being that in France the manufacturer pays
no duty when importing his material, but gives a bond, which
is canceled when the manufactured product is exported. Here
the manufacturer pays the duty and gets a drawback when the
manufactured product is exported, but if in discussing it you
will simply bear in mind it is “a law of temporary admission,”
I think the difficulties will resolve themselves.

Mr. POU. I understand that; but with a period extending
over three years—
Mr. HILL., Pardon me just a moment. That is a very great

modification of the existing practice. To-day people are get-
ting drawbacks on importations made ten years ago. This is
a limitation, and probably the time would not be as long as
three years, but for the necessity for providing for the con-
struction of wvessels, for instance, where it would require a
year or two years or three years to complete the process pf
construction. It is a limitation rather than an extension, and
a great limitation rather than an extension.

Mr. BOUTELL. Mr. Chairman, I would be very glad to ac-
cept the challenge of my colleague on the committee in redraft-
ing this section, providing I could have his cooperation in the
matter, and we could sit down and do it in an entirely non-
partisan way. I think there are some features of this bill—the
administrative features, like the patent-law provision and this
drawback provision—which would be entirely outside the realm
of partisanship and would receive the unanimous approval of
the House and the country. If this drawback provision does
not carry out the intention which the gentleman from North

Carolina, and I supposed the drawback provision should earry
out, then I think we ought to make it clear. But I would
like to redraft the provision with the knowledge that it wounld
meet with such approval, and I will ask the gentleman from
North Carolina if e does not believe in the wisdom of a general
drawback provision by allowing a drawback for the exportation
of imported goods when manufactured?

Mr. POU. I believe the law as written in the Dingley bill
and the Wilson bill is a reasonable and proper provision, but
I do not believe in enlarging the drawback provision so as to
cover domestic material. I do not believe that it should be
enlarged to that extent.

Mr. BOUTELL. Then, as I understand it, you believe there
should be no drawback except on the identical article imported,
which must be identified all the way through the manufacture
to the point of reexportation?

AMr. POU. I believe that would be the safer route. I believe
the enlarging scope of section 29 is fraught with too many possi-
bilities of danger and fraud.

Mr. BOUTELL. Of course the gentleman will recall that
we had had a great many illustrations—the manufacturing of
foreign cutlery, for example, from Norwegian steel, and manu-
factured shoes from imported hides—where it is difficult to
follow the raw material. That was the reason for the pro-
vision.

Mr. HILL. Will the gentleman permit an interruption? Now,
suppose a case like this: A canner in Florida and a canner in
California putting up goods for shipment abroad and for domes-
tie consumption also. He has to do it quickly, when the fruits
are ripe. He has to make an estimate as to what his foreign
trade will be and what his domestic trade will be.

He buys foreign tin for his foreign trade and domestic tin for
his domestic trade. His foreign orders fall off in certain lines
and increase in others. His domestic orders fall off in certain
lines and increase in others. What harm can come from his
shipping the domestic tin abroad and getting a drawback, if
the can made from foreign tin, similar in every respect and
to an equal amount, goes into domestic consumption? It is a
great deal easier for him to fill his orders in that way, and no-
body is harmed. In that case there is simply substitution from
one to the other. In the other case, if the imported tin must be
exported, he stands to lose on both the domestic and foreign
business, for the export trade is oftentimes carried on at a profit
less than the amount of the drawback.

Mr. POU. The old law is a concession to the exporter any-
way.

Mr. HILL. Oh, not at all.

Mr. POU. If I remember correctly, the Wilson tariff bill
was the first tariff law that contained that provision. I will
not state that positively, but if I am mistaken my friend will
correct me.

Mr. HILL. It is simply a question of securing the foreign
orders and doing the work here, or of going without the business
and without the work, too.

AMr. POU. I think I have answered the gentleman’s inquiry.
I think I have answered the gentleman's question as to what
harm would come in a given case as stated by him. My answer
is, as I stated a while ago, that I think the possibilities of fraud
on the Government would be too great. I think it would open
the doors too wide. But I respectfully submit that neither of
the distinguished gentlemen, neither my friend from Illinois
[Mr. BourerLL] nor my friend from Connecticut [Mr. Hirr], both
of them on the committee, has stated to us clearly and exactly
what this section does mean. And at some time during the de:
bate I hope to hear from one or the other of these gentlemen,
because I believe that they both feel about it as I do, and that
is that all administrative features of this bill ought to be
divorced from any political consideration whatever. 1 would
like to hear them explain exactly what section 29 does mean,
and if its meaning may be misconstrued, then it should be re-
formed so that there can be no doubt as to its meaning. I sup-
pose we will have no opportunity to amend it in committee. If
we are to have that opportunity, I would like to be informed of
it in advance, because there are quite a number of amendments
which I have in mind and would like to offer to this bill. Is it
possible, gentlemen, that you are going to pass a measure of
such stupendous importance as this, so far-reaching in its re-
sults, affecting such a vast number of people, without allowing
a reasonable opportunity to amend it in the interest of the
people? [Applause on the Democratic side.]

What are we here for if a committee is to be permitted to
bring in a great measure, only reported to this House prob-
ably once in a decade, and yet the majority on the other side
of the Chamber appears to be so fearful of somebody or some-
thing that it is not even willing to trust the American
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House of Representatives? Even worse than this, you are not
even willing to trust your own membership in this body.  We
have got to a pretty pass if we can not trust ourselves.
[Applanse.]

Now, gentlemen, I know as well as I know that I am stand-
ing here this afternoon that there are enough men in this
House who believe that this bill is radically wrong—that is,
radically and inherently unjust—to change it if we will stand
together. That is the plain truth, and you all know it. .[Ap-
plause.] I challenge every man in this Chamber who believes
that the bill is wrong to do his duty as an American Repre-
sentative, to insist upon his right as a representative of the
people, and thus let those of us who believe that it is wrong
unite in changing it in the interest of justice and fairness.
[Applause.] Let us eliminate the favoritism in this bill.
us see to it that no committee, no matter what its member-
ship may be or how powerful they may be, shall bring in a bill
and force it through under gag rule, a bill which directly
affects every man, woman, and child in this country. [Ap-
plause.]

It is humiliating to feel that when a man is elected here as a
Representative to this House—the greatest legislative body in the
world—his individuality must be dissolved and lost; that he
must sit here and see wrong done, injustice perpetrated while his
hands are tied by some rule reported from your all-powerful
Committee on Rules. [Applause.] I say it is a proud privilege
to be a Member of this body, and I do not feel like surrendering
up my rights or evading any responsibility, and I know that
tliere are gentlemen on the other side who feel exactly the same
way. I predict now that a rule will be brought in here within
the next week or two to force this bill through. The question
is whether or not the men who want to see fair play to all
classes, who want to see the toilers of the land receive a
square deal as well as the rich manufacturers, shall unite and
put this great measure above party, above and beyond all
political considerations, or whether we will cringe to the lash
of the machine [loud applause]—whether we shall see to it
this measure is considered in a proper way with reasonable op-
portunity for amendments, or whether it shall be put through
under a gag rule. [Loud applause.]

That question is coming; you can not escape it; you are
going to be forced to confront it within the next ten days. On
this side I hope you will find unanimous response to any pro-
posal from any source that will change this bill in the interest
of fairness and justice to all classes. The question is, as I
said a moment ago, whether or not the independent men of this
body will surrender their independence, whether or not they will
submit to the power of the party lash. [Applruse.]

I do not subscribe to the doctrine we hear so often men-
tioned—that no man is bigger than his party. I do not believe
that. I believe a sovereign American citizen is bigger than
any political party. I believe that the political party is but a
machine to register the views and honest convictions of the
sovereign voter, and when it ceases to do that it becomes the
agent of tryanny of the party boss, and a curse rather than a
blessing to a free people. [Applause.] I believe that in this
Chamber our interests are very nearly identical.

I represent an agricultural district largely, and there are
gentlemen on the Republican side who represent districts with
interests almost identical. The same things that I have in
mine they have in theirs. Now, why is it that we must be
divided by that middle aisle? Why is it we can not stand
shoulder to shoulder in behalf of those who send us here? As
God is my judge, I want to put this question above party con-
sideration. No matter whom it operates to help or to hurt, I
want this measure shaped according to a principle that is just
and fair to all—the rich and the poor, the high and the humble,
to the strong and to the weak as well; to all of God's creatures
equally who dwell in this fair land. [Loud applause.] Now,
Mr. Chairman, just one word in conclusion. It may not
be exactly apropos just here, yet I desire to submit an ex-
tract written by a véry distinguished gentleman, and bearing
somewhat upon this subject. Just at this time I am not going
to tell bis name. You may be able to guess it, however, while
I am reading:

When it comes to reward, let each man within the limits set by a
sound and rar-nighted morality get what by his energy, intelligence,
thrift, courage, he is able to get, with the opportunity open. We
must set our face against privilege, just as much against the privilege
which would let the shiftless and lazy laborer take what his brother
has earned as agailnst the privilege which allows the huge capitalist
to take toll to which he is not entitled. We stand for equality of
opportunity, but not for equality of reward unless there is also equality
of service,

Theodore Roosevelt, former President of the United States, is
the author of this sentiment, which I commend to those gentle-

Let,

men in the Chamber who favor building our tariff schedules so
high that they shut off all possibility of competition and leave
the American people to the protected manufacturers for their
legitimate prey. Equal and exact justice to all men; equality
before the law; economy in the public expenditures, that labor
may be lightly burdened; equal opportunity to all citizens,
States, and sections; these are the symbols that make a nation
great. We can do no better than to recur to them in the con-
sideration of this measure. Let us address ourselves to this
question conscientiously. Let us see to it that the gratuities,
the favoritism, the unjust features of the Dingley bill are not
magnified, not made worse than they are. That is what you
have done in this bill, and the American people will hold you
accountable for it at the first opportunity. Do not be deceived,
gentlemen. You can not perpetrate such a legislative fraud as
this upon the people. It is a gold brick, pure and simple, and
rest assured the people will find it out. You had better let the
law stand as it is than to put this measure on the statute books.

You have helped not a single consumer, so far as I can judge,
while, on the contrary, you have increased his burdens. You
have taxed the poor man’s tea; you have taxed his direct in-
heritances; you have provided for the issue of bonds; you have
raised schedules; you have not changed a single schedule in the
real interest of the consumer. Youn have put ore on the free list.
Oh, yes; you have done that. When we go out in the market
the average citizen has no need to buy ore. [Laughter.] He
has no use for it. What you want to make cheaper are the
things that the poor, the needy, the wage-earners, the salaried
man, the thousands who have made this Nation great, the
farmers, the toilers all over the Nation are compelled to use.
[Applause.] These are the people who are entitled to our first
consideration. I bring to you here this evening in my humble
way this appeal to put this measure above all party consider-
ations. ILet us legislate under God in the interest of all the
people. [Applause.]

And, in conclusion, I say, as I began, that this bill is more
oppressive, more vicious, than the present Dingley law, which
all parties admit should now be repealed. There are gentlemen
on this floor who insist that industries located in their districts
will be absolutely paralyzed if this bill ever becomes a law. No
doubt you are considering what you will do. There are gentle-
men on the other side of this Chamber who, in private conversa-
tion, will not deny that there is disaster lurking in the provisions
of the proposed law.

I hope I will live to see the day when no American industry
will need any protection. I am opposed to the protective policy
on prineciple. It has never been possible to administer such a
policy in a manner fair and just te all the people. It is the
same old, old story over again. The law can not put a dollar
in your pocket without taking that dollar out of mine. I regret
that the time has not yet come when either party can even
consider the entire removal of all doties levied for the purpose
of protection. The expenses of running the Government are
s0 large that a system of import duties is necessary, and these
duties are necessarily so high that they are protective in their
operation, whether it is intended or not. I am not asking
you for any favors for the State or the section I represent.
I am opposed to your entire bill, but I also know you intend
to pass it. It is no sacrifice of my Democracy or my principles
to insist that in the laying of duties you ought not to dis-
criminate against one State or section. Benefits, if there be
any, should be equally distributed, and burdens should be, if
possible, borne by all.

The party to which I belong asks that in the laying of these
duties, as far as possible, injustice shall be done no one. I
call upon the independent membership of this body to unite in
one common effort to defeat this, the worst of all tariff bills
ever submitted for the consideration of the Ameriean Congress.

I venture one thing more: I do not believe the President is
favorable to the schedules in this bill, which kill competition
and make the bunilding up of monopoly all the more easy. The
President is broad and patriotic, and wants a bill passed which
will make favoritism and diserimination as nearly as may be im-
possible. In instead of lowering some of these ridiculously high
schedules, you permit them to remain, while you increase other
schedules; if you permit your Standard Oil countervailing duty
to remain; if you decline to change section 29, which may take
millions out of the Treasury; if you permit your direct-in-
heritance tax, operating as a double tax in 38 States, to remain
unchanged; if youn insist upon taxing tea instead of beer, I
predict that William H. Taft will never sign your bill.

Before it is too late, let us all put aside all considerations of
party policy and party advantage. It is all right to be a good
Democrat or a good Republican, but it is better still to be &
patriotic American.




346

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE.

MarcH 26,

If, in readjusting duties some of our great manufacturing
interests are required to meet a litile competition from abroad,
it is no injustice to them. All that anybody has promised to do
is to levy duties so as to cover the difference in cost here and
abroad. Nobody wishes to force American labor to compete
with the pauper labor of Europe. I think we are all willing to
levy duties amply sufficient to accomplish this, but when you
raise duties so high as to become absolutely prohibitive, you do
an injustice to the wage-earner, as well as to everybody else, ex-
cept the manufacturer who enjoys such favoritism; you are
thereby unjust to the Treasury of the people, and you raise the
standard of monopoly. [Applause.] )

It is hard to rise above party, and yet, when one does it
political enemies as well as friends appland. The President has
called us together to deal with this great question. Shall we
legislate for the benefit of special interests or for all the
people of this great Nation? That is the question now pre-
gsented to every Member of the Sixty-first Congress. [Pro-
longed applause on the Democratic side.]

Mr. HOWLAND. Mr. Chairman, I propose to discuss a sched-
ule in this bill in regard to which there seems to be a remarkable
unanimity of opinion, to wit, the lnmber schedule. No schedule
in the Dingley bill has been the subject of such adverse criticism
as the lumber schedule in that bill; and when the Ways and
Means Committee approached the revision of the tariff, there
was a great public sentiment in this country that looked forward
to a revision—yes, a repeal—of the lumber tariff. In reporting
a schedule which, as we supposed, cuts this tariff in two, the
committee took a step in the right direction. If they had only
taken another step in the same direction, they would have arrived
at the proper destination and placed rough lumber on the free
list where it belongs. If circumstances ever justified the lumber
tariff, they do not justify it to-day, and on the contrary demand
its immediate repeal. The agitation in connection with this
matter has produced some very interesting literature recently
upon this subject. I refer particularly to a letter by the Chief
Forester of the United States, Mr. Pinchot, which has been
placed in the hands of every Representative on this floor—not
by Mr. Pinchot himself, but by Mr. Defebaugh, the representa-
tive of the lumber interests here in Washington.

If this had not thus been made practically a public docu-
ment, I should hesitate to discuss it here on the floor; but inas-
much as it has been placed in our hands by the lumber interests
in order to influence our votes upon this question, I propose to call
the attention of the House in a public manner to some of the
thoughts which have occurred to me in connection with this
letter. Before doing so, however, I wish to read a sentence
from the Use Book, containing the regulations and instructions
for the use of the national forests, issued by the Secretary of
Agrieulture July 1, 1908, and edited by Mr. Pinchot. Remember
that Mr. Pinchot is speaking in this book to the American
people, The sentence to which I wish to call attention is on the
first page of the book, and is, I might say, the text on which
he chooses to lecture us. He says:

We know that the welfare of every community is dependent upon a
cheap and plentiful supply of timber.

Bearing that sentence in mind, we will look for a moment at
the argument presented by Mr. Pinchot to the American people
upon this question to-day. This letter, Mr. Chairman, is ad-
dressed to the chairman of the Ways and Means Committee,
and its ostensible purpose, as he says, is to avoid any chance of
misunderstanding. I do not know that the chairman of the
Ways and Means Committee, or anybody else, misunderstood
the distinguished gentleman when he was testifying before the
Ways and Means Committee. No one was asking him to write
this letter; and why, therefore, was it written? It was written
so that it could be given publicity by the lumber interests and
placed in the hands of Congressmen in order to influence their
votes upon this very question.

Mr. GAINES. Will the gentleman permit me?

Mr. HOWLAND. With the greatest of pleasure.

Mr. GAINES. I think the gentleman is not exactly correct in
this statement of fact in connection with the Pinchot letter,
and that is the only reason I interrupted him. Mr. Pinchot
was examined before the Committee on Ways and Means, and
after he had given his evidence he was asked whether he would
revise it, and he suggested that probably it would be well to put
what he said to the committee in the shape of a letter. I do
not know whether he was asked to write this particular letter,
but he was asked if he would revise his testimony.

Mr. HOWLAND. Mr. Pinchot asked leave to revise his re-
marks before the committee.

Mr. GAINES. That is it

Mr. HOWLAND. Not to write a letter. What I am com-
plaining of is that the day after the letter was written to Mr.

PaynE it appeared in the press all over the couniry, and the
very next day was laid on the desk of every Congressman in
this House, with a note from Mr, Defabaugh, representing the
lumber interests in Washington.
Now, then, Mr. Pinchot goes on further to say:
The F Servi has declared In fa
abonﬁonomm on I::mm.er On the corll.trsryn— ;98 Jeenerhe e
And I am reading his exact words—

we have been at some Elghu to avoid taking any g:sl
A

the other until we could eomplete a satisfactory he
subject.

fon one way
tigation of the

t
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Mr. Chairman, ex-President Roosevelt hurled philippics at the
head of Congress in season and out of season, recommending
the placing of forest products on the free list in order to con-
serve our forests. Who inspired the messages; from whom
did the President get the information on this subject, except
from the distinguished gentleman who is now advising Congress
to stand pat upon the tariff on lumber? [Applause.] Is it
any wonder that there has been a misunderstanding as to the
position which the gentleman, the Chief Forester, occupies on
this question? He says further:

Many believe that the Forest i1
abolltlgn of the duty on lumberfy Pekvich i dstipeed I Savor o A

How in the world did they get such information, and how did
many of us in conversation with the distinguished gentleman
get that impression? The truth of it is, of course, that Mr.
Pinchot has changed his mind, undoubtedly. He has a perfect
right to do so, and in that connection has a right to submit to
us the arguments which convinced him and changed his mind
upon this subject.

But imagine the peculiar situation in which Mr. Pinchot has
been, according to his own statement, for the last seven years—
sitting astride the fence while the President of the United States
has been bombarding Congress in favor of the abolition of the
duty on forestry products. [Laughter.] All of a sudden this
distinguished gentleman, on the 10th of March, six days after
the passing away of the last administration, sees a great light
and jumps from the fence and tries to earry the whole Forestry
Service into the ranks of the *standpatters” and lumber in-
terests of this country. [Applause.]

What is the reason for this sudden change? The reason is
plain. On page 5 of the letter he says:

By asking for the reduction of the tariff In order to protect the for-
ests the lumber men have, in substance, entered into an agreement with
;lieupetiplig of the Untittled 2 ta}es to tual:e their fo;eﬂ:}s £ 7

cit agreement ig free man; 1
the tariff is allowed to ml%,mmbergen shgult:'l beeheld :omthetr
agreement, and if they should fail to carry it out—

That is to say, if they should go ahead and cut down the
forests—
the people of the United States should take the matter in hand and
enforce such control of lumbering as will protect the forests.

What good will it do to take steps to protect the forests after
they have been cut down?

He further says that—

The lumbermen must recognize that the forests they own are not
simply pieces of private property, but that they are a public trust.

Mr, Chairman, this would be a most peculiar kind of a trust.
The res, the subject of the trust, would be the forest; the trus-
tee, the owner of the forest; and the beneficiary, or the cestui,
would be the public. Whoever heard of a trust where the bene-
ficiary, the cestui, had to pay the market price and then some
more in order to have his own trust fund turned over to him?
[Laughter.] Such an argument as that ought to be submitted
to a graduating class in some high school on Arbor Day.
[Laughter. ]

Mr. Chairman, now we want to turn right back to serious
matiters. We propose now to examine the reasons why this
distinguished forester is insisting upon having a high tariff on
forestry products, and he presents two arguments.

On page 2, he says:

If the tariff on lumber were to be removed, it would be done, I take
it, for one or both of two purposes, either to reduce the price to the
consumer or to preserve our forests. In my judgment it would accom-
plish neither.

If the removal of the tariff on lumber would not reduce the
price of lumber, then what do they want it on there for? If
the removal of the tariff would not reduce the price, it certainly
would not raise the price. They must take one horn of the
dilemma or the other, and he says it would not reduce the price
to the consumer. Now, here is where the theory of protection
to lumber, it seems to me, gets a very suicidal thrust at the
hands of Mr, Pinchot:

Free lumber would not materially reduce the price to the consumer.
Most of the lumber that is now imported comes as most
of it would if the duty were taken off. We are importing from Canada
only about 2 per cent as much lumber as we are cutting from oar ownm




1909.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE. 347

forests. It is not likely that under free lumber more than 5 per cent
of our annual cutting would be imported. Contrary to the general
fmpression, Canada, as compared with the United States, has no great
timber supply. Her total amount of stxmdinf timber is probably not
more than one-third of what is left of ours. In the end the Canadians
will nndoubtedly reguire for home use all the timber they can produce.
Imports from Canada would not be enough, therefore, to limit the
cutting from our own forests or to reduce the price of lumber to any
Important degree.

Can it be that such facts as these are the cause of the hyster-
feal argument that has been presented here on the floor to-day,
fearful of this terrible inroad which Canadian lumber was going
to make in the American market? This gentleman, Mr. Pin-
chot, who now becomes the advocate of the standpatters on the
lumber tariff, tells you there is no danger because they have not
got enough timber up there to import more than 5 per cent of
our annual cut, and they will need all their own timber for their
own use. Then what in the world do you want a tariff against
Canadian lumber for? Oh, but we have heard about these Hin-
doos and these Japanese up there—trying to make out that the
cost of production in Canada is cheaper than here in order to
bring themselves within the ordinary rule of protection. But
Mr. Pinchot is very careful not to leave any loophole there, for
on the snme page he says:

The average cost of logging and manufacturing in Canada Is prob-
ably as great as it is here.

Under these circumstances, with the cost of production as
great in Canada as it is here, with no timber supply in Canada
to be imported, and with what they have got needed for their
own use, what in the world is the use of putting a tariff on
Canadian lumber?

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Will the gentleman allow me to
ask him a question?

Mr. HOWLAND. With great pleasure.

Mr, CLARK of Missouri. Is it not true that Gifford Pinchot
originally did more to build up the sentiment in favor of free
lumber than nearly anybody else in the country?

Mr. HOWLAND. I have so understood it, and while I do
not know it to be a fact, I have said here to-day that I believe
he inspired every word that President Roosevelt has said upon
the subject of free forest products.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I think so, too.

Mr. HOWLAND. I do not know it to be so personally, but
I believe it. Now, Mr. Chairman, Mr, Pinchot having demon-
strated to his own satisfaction, at least, and I trust to the satis-
faction of the distinguished gentleman from Michigan [Mr.
ForpNeY] that there is no danger of any importation of lumber
from Canada in any large amount, and that the removal of the
tariff would not reduce the price of lumber, on page 3 of the
letter he adopts the very ingenious argument which has been
devised by the lnmbermen that low prices for lumber increase
waste, and he goes on to say that this tariff of $2 a thousand
must be maintained in order to prevent low prices and keep
down waste in the woods.

Why, Mr. Chairman, we have been operating under this very
identical tariff for twelve years and it has not decreased waste
in the woods. Mr. Pinchot says:

The waste in logzging is already enormous.

We have been operating under the very tariff that he is asking
to have retained to cure waste for twelve years.

Mr. WHEELER. Will the gentleman yield for a question?

Mr. HOWLAND. With great pleasure.

Mr. WHEELER. Could the gentleman tell us how he knows
that that is true—that the waste is still as great under the
Dingley bill as it was before? Has the gentleman any personal
knowledge of that?

Mr. HOWLAND. I am using now for my authority the re-
cent recruit of the standpatters, Mr. Gifford Pinchot,

Mr. WHEELER. Does he say that?

Mr. HOWLAND. He says:

The waste in logging is already enormous.

And you have been acting under the Dingley law for twelve
years. If you can not cure waste with a $2 tariff in twelve
years, how long will it take to do it?

Mr. WHEELER. That is true, just as he says. Does he
say that it is as great as it was when we began, or does the
gentleman know that or will any lumberman tell him that?

Mr. HOWLAND. Oh, I am not claiming to be a lumberman.
I am arguing this on economic principles, and I am showing that
Mr. Pinchot’s argument is pure moonshine from an economiecal
standpoint. [Applause.]

Mr. WHEELER. And yet that is supported by any forester
who will talk about it, and practically supported by every
ll.lljmbcrman in the United States who knows what he is talking
about.

Mr. HOWLAND. I have no doubt they know what they
want,

Mr. WHEELER. No; in the preservation of the forests. I
have been in the business all of my life, and I know that the
waste is nothing like what it was thirty or forty years ago.

Mr. HOWLAND. I will take up the question of waste in a
minute or two, to the satisfaction of the gentleman, I think.
Now, Mr. Chairman, I feel possibly I ought to apologize for
spending so much time upon this letter, but in view of the fact
that it was thrust under the nose of all of us a day or two
after it was written to influence our votes upon this question, I
really take exception to it, and I must say that Mr. Gifford
Pinchot as a standpatter on the lumber tariff is simply impos-
sible. [Applause.]

Now, Mr. Chairman, there is another very interesting docu-
ment that has come into my hands as a result of the agitation
in connection with this proposed revision of the lumber tariff,
and that is the report of the banguet that was held at the New
Willard Hotel some time ago, given by the lumber interests
of the United States to all the Congressmen, and I was very
sorry, indeed, I could not be present, because I was out of town
otherwise I should have accepted the very courteous and kind
invitation of the gentleman from Pennsylvanin. However, in
order to take care of all Members who were not present at the
banquet some one very kindly had a stenographic report made
of all the speeches and presented a copy to every Member of
Congress, so that any absentees were taken care of in that re-
spect. Now, Mr. Chairman, these forestry experts have come
forward in force on this question, and the same argument in
regard to waste in the forests was developed at the New Willard
banquet by Doctor Schenck, I believe it is, a distinguished
forester who was imported from Germany some fourteen years
ago by Mr. G. W. Vanderbilt to look after his forest estate in
North Caroelina.

In the course of his remarks at the New Willard banquet he
laid down a law of economics which should apply to the con-
gervation of the forest produects, I think he called it, and I will
read from the remarks of Doctor Schenck on that occasion.
Yon will find them on page 23 of the pamphlet. He said:

We have to apply the economical rules to the management of our
forests—-

Everybody supposed that was true—

Now, I ask you gentlemen, is it worth while to apply economlcs to
save and husband a commodity so long as it is at a low price? When
I am in a mountaln at a 4,000-foot elevation 1 do not economize in the
use of water, because I have fine springs, pure crystal springs, moun-
tain aFrings nothing to compare with them; but when I go back to
Asheville, where 1 have to pu{ water rent, we economize, we conserve,
we husband only that commodity which commands a price. The buffalo
hunter in the olden times did not economize in buffalo meat; he had
Elenty of it. But now we raise cattle in lieu of It, owing to the

igher price of the beef—

Mr. Chairman, I have carefully locked over all the market re-
ports in an endeavor to find out what the quotations are to-day
on buffalo beef, but I have failed to find buffalo beef quoted in
the market. The good doctor, it seems, would have us com-
mence to conserve our forests when they are as scarce as
buffalo beef; in other words, when they are all gone.

Why, these forestry experts, it would seem, would have us,
before they commence to conserve forest produets, make them so
valuable that we would be proud to wear wooden ornaments
instead of diamonds, make the white pine as scarce as the cedar
of Lebanon, and charge us admission to the grounds in order to
see a real live white pine in the United States of America.
[Applause.] Another argument, Mr. Chairman, was presented
at this same dinner by Capt. J. B. White. He says:

We ask that the tarif remain on lumber as a means of forest pro-
tection. The n?per grades of lumber will sell anywhere. They will
E:::k ettransporta lon to the foreign market, but the bringing infto our

And this argument was developed this morning by the dis-
tinguished gentleman from Michigan—

The bringing Into our market from Canada of the lower grades is
certainly against the interest of forest conservation.

In other words, the Captain’s argument is this: That the
lumbermen do not need a tariff on first grades and first quality.
They can export that to the markets of the world and meet com-
petition anywhere, yet they have got to have a tariff on seconds
and culls, in order to enable them to sell seconds and culls to
the American people. :

Mr. Chairman, when it becomes necessary to impose a tariff
upon any commodity in order to enable the producer of the
commodity to export their first grade and sell their inferior
grade to the people by means of the tariff, I am against any
such kind of a tariff, and I do not believe it comes within the
scope of the protective doctrine anywhere along the line.

Why, notwithstanding the frank statement—and that state-
ment of Captain White was only equaled in frankness by the
statement of the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. ForpxeY] this
morning—notwithstanding the frank statements of both those
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gentlemen, it is urged by others interested in the retention of
this duty that the American lumberman can not compete with
Canada for one reason or for another. TUnder those circum-
stances you would not expect that the American Iumberman
would be exporting lumber right into the Canadian market
itself and selling in the Canadian market and holding the Cana-
dian market against the Canadian manufacturer himself in his
own market.

Mr. HILL. If the gentleman desires it, I ean tell him right
now that the British Columbia manufacturers are petitioning
Parliament to give them a protective duty against the American
manufacturers.

Mr. HOWLAND. They are in need of that. There would be
some reason to ask protection against us. Our lumbermen are
invading their market. Canada is the largest purchaser we
have on the list, with the exception of Great Britain, I have
the figures right here, but I will not take the time to read them.
But they are absolutely accurate, because I got them from the
Forestry Burean.

. M:. WHEELER. Will the gentleman answer another ques-
on?

Mr. HOWLAND. With pleasure, if I can.

Mr. WHEELER. Will the gentleman kindly tell me what
kind of lumber it is that is exported from the United States
to Canada?

Mr. HOWLAND. You have got a tariff on all kinds of lum-
ber, and if you do not want to keep a tariff on your first grade,
wh{'t ?do you not come in here and say so instead of insisting
on

Mr. WHEELER., That is not the idea. What kind of lum-
ber is it that is shipped from the United States to Canada?

Mr. HOWLAND. No difference what the lumber is, you in-
sist on a tariff on all grades and kinds of lumber.

Mr. WHEELER. The gentleman has argued that the reason
why we ship Iumber to Canada is that it is cheaper here than
there. Now, what are the facts? We do not export anything
to Canada that they have there. We ship to them yellow pine,
which does not grow there at all, and it is used for certain pur-
poses and is better than anything they have got. That is the
reason it goes there,

Mr. HILL. The exports to Canada year before last were
194,000,000 feet.

Mr. WHEELER. I do not object fo that, but it is not the
kind of lumber they have there. That is the reason they buy
it in the United States.

Mr. HOWLAND. We are exporting directly to the Canadian
market, and Canada is the largest purchaser of forest products
we have outside of Great Britain in the wide, wide world. Four
million dollars and over was the amount Canada paid the
American lumbermen for imports direct into Canada during the
last year. So much for that.

But we are exporting into the markets of the world, where we
have to meet directly the competition of the Canadian lumber-
men, and we are able to hold the markets of the world in com-
petition with these Canadian Iumbermen on an equal basis.
Why, more than an equal basis!

Let me call your attention in this connection to the testimony
of Mr. D. E. Skinner, of San Francisco, who appeared before
the Ways and Means Commitiee on November 20 last, during
the hearings. Mr. Skinner, according to his own statement,
represents the Port Blakely Mill Company, a corporation that
has the largest export trade of any in the United States. He
said—and I am using his exact language as taken from the
hearings:

YWe ship all our products, at least, on an average of 20 per cent higher
ln the export trade f. o. b. the mill than we do to the American trade.

*  We ship to Australia and to the west coast of South America
nnd the Orient.

A question was interposed by a member of the committee:

On that export trade you meet the comget!t‘lon of British Columbla,

go that export prices are 20 per cent hlﬁ:l er in full competition with

{%Iri!u;? ggn ?ml_;la and yet you fear British Columbla shipping into the
nit es

He answered :
Yes, sir; by all means.

He goes on to explain, and the information is rather interest-
ing. He says:

We know the increase of ?opula.tlon in British Columbia is not large
enough to increase their output very rapidly. The result will be we
will have that timber there ten or fifteen years from now without any
cost to us, and it is a pretty good storehouse for us to keep it in,

Showing, Mr. Chairman, that in the export trade Amerlean
lumbermen go forth into the markets of the world and not only
meet foreign competition, but add 20 per cent to the domestic

rice, and with the 20 per cent added are able to hold the mar-
et of the world in competition with the Canadian lumbermen.

Under these circumstanees, when we are invading the Canadian
market itself, when we are going forward into the markets of
the world, and adding 2¢ per cent to our domestic price for ex-
port, what becomes of all those Hindoos that have been injected
into this discussion to try to show that we can not compete with
the Canadian in cost of production?

We are competing with Canadian producers, and that question
of oriental labor is injected into this discussion to try and
bring in some strange manner this peculiar industry within the
realm of the protective theory. Why, my friends, the lumber
interests contend that the annual eutting of the American forests
is marketed for something like $650,000,000, which is undoubt-
edly truoe. They compare it with the annual production of corn
and wheat, and claim that because it is the fourth greatest in-
dustry in the United States that therefore they must be pro-
tected. Why, we used to approach this argument from the
other side. The burden of proof was put on the industry to
establish that it needed protection in order to protect American
laborers, in order to protect it against ruinous competition; but
to-day the lumbermen talk about the size of their industry and
their great exports, and then demand protection against Can-
ada, which sadly needs protection against them. [Applause on
the Democratic side.]

Why, there is nothing more erroneous than the statement of
the annual cutting of our forests as an annual erop, and there
is no more fallacious comparison that can be made than to com-
pare the value of the annual cutting with the value of the farm
products of the country. The annual cutting of the forests is
simply changing one form of wealth into another, plus the labor.
That is all you have got. And instead of its being an annual
crop, it is drawing so much from nature’s storehouse in deplet-
ing nature's forest surplus in the United States. It has taken
nature decade upon decade—yes, I might say, century upon
century—to provide these forests for us, and the question of the
net profit to this country arising from their destruction has not
yet been settled and will not be settled for years to come.

We are hearing to-day all sorts of questions and theories upon
the effect the desiruction of our forests is going to have on our
climate and the fertility of the soil and the navigability of our
rivers, and I fell you the net profit to this country can not be
measured by the annual value of the cutting away of our forests.

It is conceded by every one of us that the conservation of
our forests is of the utmost importance to our people; and it
is estimated that under present conditions our entire forests
will be destroyed at least in a generation. The forests of Michi-
gan, Wisconsin, and Minnesota are all gone. There is nothing
practieally but brush piles where once these splendid forests
stood. The mills have been shut up, and most of them moved
into the timber States of the South, or into the forest States on
the Pacific coast. In a short time these splendid forests will
gave followed in the wake of the forests of the older timber

tates.

I am going to trespass by reading a statement, referred to by
the gentleman from Missouri the other day, of Mr. R. L. McCor-
mick, on the condition of our forest supply. Mr. McCormick,
president of the Mississippi Valley Lumbermen’s Association,
and secretary of the Weyerhaeuser Timber Company, as early
:Ias 1903, in an address delivered at that time, used the following
anguage :

Every man in the timber business to-day, whose dealings are of a
sufMicient e:tent to be sub ect to Influences beyond those of purely local

demand and wgg at the lumber indu 1! n many
regions, confron: a growl.ng scarclty of available tim Statisties
point to If. Estimam of resources still remajnlng point to it
?lgo.stl:};t the strongest proor lleu in the conditlons which affect our
nau

It is not necessary to turn to statisties to prove that supply
of certain valuable timber trees of the United States is rapidly
failing, of others is practically gone, and of still others has en-
tirely vanished as a factor in the lumber market. In speaking
of the great pinery of the Great Lakes region, he says:

The forests of Michigan, Wisconsin, and Minnesota originally main-
tained a stand of abou 00,000 feet. Lumbering began there
n the thirties and was of small importanca until the early seventies.
Hince then the great ploery has been cut over in a way unprecedented in
lumbering.

Mr. MeCormick estimated that there was not more than
35,000,000,000 feet of marketable timber left in this territory.
He says the end of the white pine is near, and that ten years
will see it disappear as an important factor in the lumber
trade. After calling attention to the supply of yellow pine in
the Southern States and the consumption, he says these figures
show that at the present rate of consumption the present stand
of longleaf yellow pine will be exhausted long before a second
erop can be produced to take its place.

We have reached the point now where we are often unn‘hlu to supr
r which we have fostered. We must look to
production of the second crop or prepare to step lumbering when the
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first crop Is gone. In the old days it was easy to lumber one forest and
then turn to another. To-day we can not count, however, on new
fields to turn to.

This article was called to the attention of the gentleman when
he was heard before the Committee on Ways and Means, and
he said that he knew more now than he did then. Under the
exigencies of the case it would be fair, I believe, to eriticise that
statement, and say that in 1903 he was reciting facts, with no
interest at stake, and that in 1909 he was trying to shape the
facts to secure the retention of a tariff upon his private business.

Mr. Chairman, the retention of a tariff upon lumber can not
help but hasten the destruction of our forests. The Canadian
forests or our forests must go first. So far as I am concerned
I am in favor, so far as possible, of allowing the Canadian for-
ests to go first. We need not worry about them, however. They
are trying harder to keep their own forest products at home
than we are to keep them out of the United States.

The acute agitation which has grown up in this country in
favor of the conservation of our forests has its basis in the de-
plorable effects which have resulted in certain sections of this
country from the depletion of our forests. And this has gone to
such an extent that now they are knocking at the Federal
Treasury, asking for an appropriation at the hands of Congress
to buy back these denuded areas and reforest them. The for-
ests of New England are gone, and our friends from New Eng-
land are asking us to buy back the White Mountains and their
adjacent drainage areas and reforest them. The forests of the
Southern Appalachians are substantially gone, and the Repre-
sentatives from that section of the country are asking us to
appropriate money from the Federal Treasury and buy back the
Southern Appalachian Mountains and reforest them. And now
in a few years our friends from the Pacific slopes, when their for-
ests have gone the same way, will be knocking at the doors of the
Federal Congress, asking us to appropriate money to buy back
the Rocky Mountains, . :

Why can they not learn wisdom by the experience of the
older timber States in this country, and before it is too late
cease to place a preminm upon the destruction of our forests in
the shape of a tariff against Canada? [Applause.] The situa-
tion is simply this: The lumberman is insisting that a tariff
shall be placed upon Inmber in order that he can sell his seconds
and culls to his fellow-citizens, and after he has sold his
seconds and his culls to his fellow-citizens at a high price, by
means of a protective tariff, then the publie is to be taxed again
in order to buy back the very land from the Iumberman at a
robber’s price after the forests have been destroyed. Under
these circumstances, Mr. Chairman, it would seem to me the
height of folly to vote a dollar out of the Federal Treasury in
behalf of any reforesting project so long as the Federal Govern-
ment in another department is placing a premium upon the
destruction of our remaining forests. [Applause.]

It has come out in the debate, and the truth is, that this tariff
simply protects stumpage values in the United States. The
manufacturer of lumber, unless he happens to be an owner of
stumpage, would, perhaps, not get much benefit out of it. It is
immaterial to the retailer or the middleman. The owner of the
stumpage is the man who reaps the benefit. And in proof of
that I want to again refer to my good friend Doctor Schenck,
whom I hope to meet some day. Here is what he says upon this
subject, and it gives you the meat of this whole controversy. I
read from page 24 of the report of the banquet at the New
Willard :

We have In this coun altogether stumpage amounting to about
200,000,000,000 feet, and if we cheapen that by 502—

That is, remove the tariff—

If we cheulpen that by $2, it means a loss of about $4,000,000,000 to
the owners of stumpage in the United Btates.
° Now, Mr. Chairman, I do not wish any harm to come to any
particular person or any particular class of people; but if there
is a speculative value of $2 in stumpage by reason of the Ding-
ley tariff, that is no reason why we should continue that specu-
lative value in stumpage by continuing the tariff upon lumber;
for the owner of the stumpage is the only one it protects.
[Applause.] Why, the prices which are charged for lumber
now make it almost a luxury, while it still remains a necessity
for hundreds of thousands of our fellow-citizens. The prices
have increased 100 per cent in the last fifteen years according
to the admissions of Mr. Defebaugh, in the American Lumber-
man, last September.

AMr. Chairman, how much time have I remaining?

The CHATRMAN. The gentleman has twelve minutes,

Mr. JAMES. Will the gentleman yield for a suggestion?

Mr. HOWLAND. Oh, I do not know that I care for any sug-
gestions. I am getting along all right. [Applause.] If the
gentleman has any question to ask, I will be glad to answer it.

Mr. JAMES. I quite agree with the gentleman that he does
not need any suggestions, and I am heartily in accord with his
position. I merely wanted to call his attention to the fact that
those gentlemen who are most urgent upon the floor in favor of
the purchase of the White and Appalachian mountains, in order
that they may be reforested, are likewise most strenuous in
their opposition to the removal of the tariff.

Mr. HOWLAND. No; I do not agree with the gentleman. I
do not think so. I think the gentleman’s suggestion is not ac-
curate. There has been no vote on that question, and possibly
there will not be. I hope there will.

Now, in regard to this question of prices and the explanation
which Mr. Defebaugh gave in the American Lumberman of Sep-
tember last. He said:

Undoubtedly it Is this sort of advance which has aroused the ire of
many people and led to talk of a lumber trust. An average advance of

100 per cent in fifteen years in a commodity based on natural resources
seems enormous—

I should say it was enormous—

It is merely the expression of inflexible, economic influences. As any
commodity of common use needed by the community becomes scarce the
pressure of competition is felt and prices advance,

(After some explanation the article concludes:

In spite of all the explanations that can be made, the bald eomparison
is a startling case. It indicates how far the cutting away of the white-
pine resources has progmmed, and is signlficant of the future that
confronts eveg'nother of our great commerecial woods. Yellow pine is
already £ to feel the influence of a restricted timber supply, and
within a few years more of the west coast woods—even fir, now so
abundant—will testify in their prices for stumpage to the fact that they
will be the last great resource of our timber users,

These are the words of Mr. Defebaugh in the Lumberman.
Now, Mr. Chairman, scarcity of value which he refers to is
now an element in the price of lumber and is bound to be for
all future time, and the fear expressed by the lumbermen that
they will be compelled to leave the tops and limbs in the forest
are the nightmares that sometimes follow a New Willard ban-
quet. [Laughter and applause.]

Why, they are digging up stumps, the gentleman from New
York said, to make shingles to-day. ' Everybody that knows
anything about the industry knows that they are cutting sap-
lings to-day. The gentleman from Missouri [Mr. Crarx] tells
us that the lead-pencil manufacturers are going down inte the
State of Missouri buying up the old cedar fence rails in order to
get cedar to manufacture lead pencils.

The idea that the removal of the tariff will lead to wasteful
logging methods in the woods, when we bear in mind the fact
that this tariff has been in existence for twelve years, would
hardly seem to appeal to anyone with any degree of force.
Nobody would expect the simple continuation of this tariff to
work any great revolution in the manufacture of Iumber in the
United States.

Since the enactment of the Dingley law our forests have
simply been raided; millionaires have sprung up overnight. I
am not complaining about that; they are lucky men; but the
argument that the simple retention of the tariff on lumber
would revolutionize existing conditions does not appeal to me.
I do not claim that the removal of the tariff would reduce the
price of lumber to the consumer $2, possibly not a cent. The
lumbering interests may be able to take care of the supply and
demand in such a careful way as to adjust themselves very
satisfactorily to that changed condition, but it might possibly
result in preventing an increase of 100 per cent in the next
fifteen years,

The argument that high prices tend to conserve forest prod-
ucts is simply an attempt on the part of the Iumbermen to take
advantage of the sentiment in this country for the conservation
of our forests, hoping that we will fail to distinguish between
the utilization of forest products and the conservation of our
forests. High prices undoubiedly would have a tendency to
utilize forest products, but a tree cut for a butt log destroys just
that much of the forest, no matter what disposition may be
made of the balance of the tree.

Why, if we are to make forest products so valuable that
the lumbermen will cut up every limb and branech, it seems to
me that if the limbs and the branches are so valuable, the bet-
ter grades of lumber would be more valuable still, and wonld
result in simply a greater raid upon the better qualities of
timber. Mr. Chairman, if the crumbs that fell from the rich
man’'s table were valuable to the hungry Lazarus, what would
he have done to the feast if opportunity had offered? [Laughter
and applause.]

Everybody but a forestry expert knows that the more valu-
able you make timber the more of it will be cut, as long as
there is a stick standing, and you can not stop it.

There is one industry left in this country which we desire
to encourage, whether we are free traders or protectionists,
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and that is the building of homes. The frame dwelling is still
the type of building of the great majority of our people. The
practice of our Government, as expressed by our homestead
laws and in other ways, has been to do everything in its power
to provide homes for our people, prompted by the belief that
the man who owns his own home will be a better citizen. In
my judgment the time has come when the Government should
refuse longer to put a burden in the shape of a tariff on lumber
on the home builders of our country.

Mr. Chairman, in connection with this lumber tariff, I might
be permitted in conclusion to compare the protective-tariff
system to a tree, beautiful, symmetrical, and strong. On that
tree a rotten limb appears, useless, a blemish, and dangerous.

The good husbandman cuts off that limb, thereby increasing
the strength and beauty of the tree. It is good advice, Mr.
Chairman, when a rotten limb like the lumber tariff appears
to cut it off lest a hurricane of hostile public sentiment desiroy
your entire tree. [Prolonged applause.]

Mr. MACON. Mr. Chairman, the tariff question has now got-
ten to be practically as old as it is great, and it apparently has
been discussed to a finality long ago; therefore, I will not under-
take to discuss it academiecally. I find from a reading of the re-
ports of the discussions of the tariff in 1846, before I was privi-
leged to help make up the great population of this world, when
the Walker tariff bill was being considered by Congress, that it
is stated that the debate on the bill in the House commenced on
June 16 and continued until July 3, that nearly all of the speeches
were of the “ set ™ variety, and that but few of them contained a
syllable that was new. Therefore, if in that day and time of
wise statesmanship and splendid oratory the tariff question was
discussed from the 16th of June until the 3d day of July, and
hardly a single new syllable was uttered in connection there-
with, it is not to be expected that we at this time will be able
to do much better than Members of Congress did at that time;
but we of to-day have a responsibility resting upon us as Mem-
bers of the House, and we owe it to our constituencies to let them
know what we think about great questions of this character, to
let them know whether or not we are trying to dodge this or
that issue, let them know whether or not we have the courage
to represent a brave constituency, and whether or not we are
capable of contending with the important issues that confront
the American Congress of to-day. It is often the case that
Representatives seek to please their constituency for political
purposes, and hence, sometimes they are induced to dodge a vote
or the expression of an opinion upon an important question be-
cause they do not know whether the way their vote would be
cast or whether the opinion expressed by them would be pop-
ular at home. I insist that whenever any matter confronts us
in our representative capacity that we ought to be willing to
walk up to the rack, “ fodder or no fodder,” and do our duty
as we see it as long as we have the honor of holding a commis-
sion from the people of a congressional district, whether we
know that our action will be popular at home or not.

As stated, the tariff question Is about as old as it is great.
The first tariff bill was presented to the American Congress
in 1789 by James Madison, of Virginia, afterwards an illustrious
President of the United States. It was framed with a view of
protecting infant industries and to assist in raising a revenue to
help support the Government. The rate of duty carried in it was
8% per cent ad valorem, which rate prevailed in all of our tariff
laws until 1816. After the war of 1812 it was increased to
243 per cent, and it kept advancing with the enactment of
each revenue act until it reached the high rate of 43 per cent
in 1828. The Clay compromise next followed in 1833, with a
reduction of 28 per cent by a sliding seale, which terminated in
1842, and, during that year, another revenue act was passed
increasing the rate from 20 to 32 per cent. The next tariff
law was known as the “ Walker tariff,” it being enacted in 1846,
and reduced the rate from 32 to 22 per cent, which rate con-
tinued until 1857. During the life of the Walker tariff that
extended over a period of eleven years, the Nation prospered
financially and industrially as it had never done up to that time
or has done since that time. Under the 22 per cent tariff every-
body and everything prospered normally, which is the only
kind of true, equitable, and lasting prosperity. Such prosperity
as that will always bring gladness to each and every home, no
matter how exalted or how humble. Normal prosperity is the
only kind that men of sense and honor ought to ever try to
produce in any country. It does not produce millionaires over
night, nor does it oppress the toiling masses of the country. It
will bring smiles to the faces of labor rather than frowns,
and it will put praises upon the lips of constituents for their
Representatives for what they have done, rather than curses,
and hence, Mr. Chairman, in the enactment of a tariff law, we
ought to be very careful to levy a just and reasonable rate

that will produce just enough revenue to support the Govern-
ment when economically and honestly administered-—a measure
that will, as nearly as possible, bridge over the great finaneial
and social chasm that now so completely and unhappily divides
what we are pleased to term the “classes” and the “ masses.”

The revenue law that was enacted in 1857 set a pace for the
rapid increase of our tariff rate that did not stop until it reached
the high-water mark of nearly 50 per cent in 1897, under the
law commonly known as the “ Dingley tariff law,” which is still
in existence. TUnder the Dingley tariff there has been more
wealth created on the one side and more poverty upon the other
than at any other period of the history of our country. It has
also succeeded in causing a panie that fairly shook the founda-
tion stones of the great commercial institutions of the country
when there was no apparent reason for a panic whatever. Ah,
Mr. Chairman, it has completely emptied the * full dinner pail”
that we have heard so often glowingly described by orators who
undertook to sustain it as the greatest piece of tariff legislation
that was ever known to mankind., The Dingley tariff law,
coupled with the Spanish-American war tax, produced a great
deal of revenue for a time, which, when supplemented by the
proceeds of the bountiful erops of the farmer—which have been
kept at a fair price by the law of supply and demand, a law that
has not made fortunes for a favored few at the expense of the
toiling many—caused the so-called “* government of the people”
to enter upon a period of reckless extravagance and expenditure,
the very thought of which was caleulated to bring on a ruinous
panic at almost any time, until we have reached a point where
we must have more than a billion dollars a year for the support
of the Government; and hence it appears that any tariff that is
levied with a view of only raising a revenue sufficiently large to
support the Government wiil necessarily be tainted throughout
with the bad odors and impurities of protection.

Mr. Chairman, you will please pardon me for saying just here
that since I have had the honor of occupying a seat in this
House I have done everything that I could do, in an humble
way, to keep down the extravagant expenditures that have
brought on this unhappy eondition. [Applause.] My course has
not entirely pleased all of the Members of the House, perhaps,
but I am sure no one will say but what I have been conscientious
in what I have done in that regard, and that I have not known
politics in connection therewith. If in doing what I have in the
interest of right, as I saw it, I have unintentionally displeased
anyone, I can not help it now; and, upon the other hand, if what
I have done has met with the approval of my colleagues in the
House, I appreciate it to the fullest extent. [Applause.]

Mr. Chairman, when the gentleman from Missouri [Mr.
Crark] made the opening speech upon this side of the House
against the Payne bill, he stated that the average minimum
tariff rate carried in it would be slightly above 45 per cent.
That would indicate that every consumer would have to pay
only 45 per cent more for what he purchased, by reason of the
tariff, than he would otherwise have to pay; but, sir, I insist
that that rate of tariff would force him to pay a much higher
per cent than that, and I will undertake to show it at this
point. So let us suppose that our commercial affairs were free
from tariff of any kind and that a wholesale merchant residing
in Memphis, Tenn., were to go East to buy goods from the
manufacturing establishments with which to supply the retail
merchants of his community and that it was his purpose to
buy $100,000 worth of goods at that particular time. He would,
of course, have to pay $100,000 for them. He would then have
them transported to his place of business in Memphis, and there
he would add to the or:ginal cost of the goods 10 per cent for
cost and carriage, and then he would sell them to the retail
merchants for a profit of 10 per cent; then the retail mer-
chants would, when the goods were received at their places of
business, add 10 per cent for cost and carriage, and then sell
them to the consumers of their respective communities at a
profit of 15 per cent. The consumers would therefore have to
pay $153,065 for the $100,000 bill of goods, which would close
up the transaction. Then let us suppose that the average
tariff rate under the Payne bill will be 45 per cent if enacted
into law and the Memphis wholesale merchant were to go
East to buy the same $100,000 worth of goods that he bought
when there was no tariff on them. He would select the $100,000
worth just as he had done before, and when he went to pay
for them the manufacturer would say, “ Why, sir, there is a
tariff of 45 per cent upon these goods since the Payne bill
became a law, and instead of paying us $100,000 for them, as
you did before, you must pay in addition thereto $45,000 be-
cause of the 45 per cent tariff rate”” “ But,” replies the mer-
chant, “they have not been imported; they have not passed
through a custom-house where a tariff of 45 per cent has been
collected upon them, and hence I think it is an outrsge for you
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to require me to pay you $45,000 in excess of what I paid you
for the same goods when I was here before swhen you have not
paid a single cent of tariff upon them. I.can go to London and
buy this identical bill of goods, in spite of the Payne bill, for
$100,000." *“That is true,” replies the manufacturer, “but
after you have bought them you -will have to pay freight and
insurance upox them aecross the ocean, and when they get ‘to
the American port at New York you will there have to pay a
duty of $45,000 on them, so you see that by buying them from
me you will save what you would have to pay for freight and
insurance on them from London to New York.”

The wholesaler aceepts the statement as a fact and pays the
$145,000 for the $100,000 bill of goods. He has them transported
to his place of business in Memphis, and there he adds his 10
per cent for cost and carriage to the §145,000; he then disposes
of them to the retail merchants of his community at a profit of
10 per cent upon the amount paid out by him for them, just as
he did before. The retailers, when they reach their places of
business, add their 10 per cent for cost and carringe, as before,
and sell them to the consumers at a profit of 15 per cent, just as
they did before. The consumers, therefore, would have to pay
£221.944.25 for the $100,000 bill of goods that cost the whole-
saler $145,000 at the factory by reason of the 45 per cent tariff,
which would close up that transaction. Now deduct the $158,-
065, the amount the consumers would have to pay for the $100,-
000 bill of goods without a tariff, from the $221,944.25 that they
would have to pay for the same goods with a 45 per cent tariff,
and you will find that they would have to pay $68,879.25 more
for them with the tariff than without the tariff. The following
table will save Members the trouble of making the calculation
to prove the correctness of the statement:

Bill of goods without tarifl of 45 per cent.
(Example No. 1.)

Bill of goods $100, 000, 00
Wholesaler's 10 per cent for eost and earriage__________ 10, 000. 00

110, 000. 00
‘Wholesaler's 10 per cent profit 11, 000, 00
Amount paid for bill of goods by retailer 121, 000..00
Add retailer's 10 per cent on $121,000 for cost and car-

rlage 12, 100, 00

133,100. 00
Add retailer’s profit of 15 per cent 19, 965. 00

158, 065. 00
Bill of goods, with }5 per cent tariff, under the Payne Dill.

(Example No. 2.)
Bill of goods. ‘$100, 000. 00
Add average tariff of 45 per cent under Payne bill______ 45, 000. 00

145, 000. 00

Add wholesaler's 10 per cent for cost and ecarrlage_______ 14, 500. 00

159, 500. DO

Add wholesaler's 10 per cent profit 15, 950. 00

Retaniler’s purchase price in the market 175, 450. 00

Add retaller's 10 per cent for cost and carriege_________ 17, 545. 00

Retaller's price in the store 192,'095. 00

Add retaller’s profit of 15 per cent 28, 949. 25

Total cost to consumer. 221, 044. 25
Deduct bill of goods without 45 per cent tariff in example

No. 1 153, 085. 00
Excess price of $100,000 bill of goods to consumer

on account of 45 percent tari®________________  68,879.25

Thus you will see, Mr, Chairman, that the consumer will
have to pay a tariff of 68.879 per cent instead of 45 per cent
for every average dollar's worth of goods that he buys as a
tariflf tax if this bill becomes a law, ‘and hence that the toiling
masses of the country, who constitute by far the greater part
of its consumers, will be tax ridden from year to year and from
ocean to ocean [applause], and, sir, you will further observe
that notwithstanding the econsumers will have had to pay
§0R,870.25 more for the $100,000 bill of goods with the tariff
than they would have had to pay if there had been mo tariff,
that not one single cent .of the amount will find its way into
the Treasury to help pay eourts and officers for protecting the
goods and wares of the tariff barons against the competition of
foreign-made goods and wares. It is my judgment that if the
Payne bill is enacted into law the average rate under it will be
decidedly greater than under the Dingley law, because of the
maximum-tariff feature of it, which will be used to a greater
extent than the minimum. Therefore, Mr. Chairman, I think
it can be safely said that the minimum feature of it is a delusion
and a snare, and that no one need expect to receive any benefits
from the minimum rate as long as the maximum rate is left in
ihe bill, ’ :

‘When ‘the Dingley bill was enacted it was openly stated by
its mdvocates that the rate carried in it had been deliberately
made 20 per eent higher than was necessary so as to ennble us
to make terms with foreign countries whereby our goods could
be ‘exported into them and theirs into ours for a 20 per cent
less tariff rate ‘than would otherwise be levied against them,
which was tantamount to the maximum and minimum tariff
rate provided for in this bill, but no one has ever heard of that
provision ‘of the Dingley law having been put into force during
its existence of twelve years.

Mr. HARDY. Will the gentleman allow me to ask him a
question?

Mr. MACON. s

Mr. HARDY. By way of suggestion, if I understand your
proposition, you mean that in the Dingley bill the tax was pro-
Tessedly fixed 20 per cent higher than was necessary to allow
the Government of this country to trade downward?

Mr. MACON. Yes, sir. I mean that very thing.

Mr. HARDY. While in the Payne bill they substantially
take the average Dingley rate and allow 20 per cent rise for
that purpose, so that there seems to be a 20 per cent higher
rate in ihis bill than there was in the former bill, which was
put into it for the purpose of trading downward?

Mr, MACON. Yes; sir.

Mr. HARDY. The Dingley bill provided for trading down-
ward, but this bill fixes substantially the Dingley rate. It has
a minimum clause in the bill and then it has a maximum; in
other words, they have taken the maximum of the Dingley bill
and made it the minimum of the Payne bill?

Mr. MACON. Yes, sir. That seems to be just what has been
done. As I said a moment ago, I expect the average tariff rate
in the Payne bill, if it becomes a Iaw, to be higher than the
average rate has ever been before in this country. [Applause.]

5 , a8 indicated a few minutes ago, the early tariff
idea that prevailed in this country was for a rate just large
enough to assist in supporting our Government when honestly
and economically administered with an incidental protection to
the infant industries, and that idea prevailed throughout most
of the stages of our Government up to the time that the Repub-
lican party became the dominant party, and conceived the iden
of continuing to be the dominant party by extending special
favors to a favored few by way of the high-tariff route, thus
making sure of financial support from that source while they
made themselves golid with labor by proclaiming that the high
tariff was for labor’s benefit instead of for the benefit of a
favored few that it had really been levied in favor of. Bir, it
is a sin and a shame for them to try to make labor believe that
their wages were made higher than the wages of pauper labor
abroad by reason of a high tariff when, as a matter of fact,
supply and demand and their organizations have brought about
their improved wage condition, and not the tariff that finds its
way into the “tills™ of the captains of industry. Why, sir, if
labor did not have a vote it would no more be thought of or
mentioned in connection with the tariff arguments and arrange-
ments of the country than would the horses or hogs of the
country. TApplause.]

Supply and demand and labor organizations have been the
sole cause of the maintenance of the superior wage scale in this
country to that prevailing in foreign countries, and the vote of
the laborers has been the cause of labor's mention in connection
with the tariff legislation of the country. The whole tariff
schedule as found in the existing tariff law, or in the Payne
bill either, when carefully serutinized contradicts every sugges-
tion that is made by the tariff advocates that any of them are
really and truly in the interests of labor.

TUnder the existing law laborers in the highly protected manu-
facturing esiablishments do not receive more than one-fifth
of the profits of their toil, whereas the negro of the South en-
gaged in agricultural pursuits is given one-half of the profits of
his toil where the landowner furnishes everything connected
with the production of the crops except the labor, just as the
manufacturer furnighes everything connected with the manu-
facture of the finished product except the labor; and yet we of
the South, who give the negro one-half of the profit of his toil,
have been maligned and misrepresented for forty years con-
cerning our treatment of him by the people who reside in the
industrial districts of this Union and who loudly clamor for
protection for labor's sake and yet only give to those that labor
in industrial institutions one-fifth of the profits of their toil.

Mr. WEISSE., Will the gentleman yield for a guestion?

Mr. MACON. Yes, sir.

Mr. WHISSE. Does the gentleman from Arkansas believe
that the megro in the South is fed as well as the white man in
the North?




352

; CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE.

MArcH 26,

Mr. MACON. If the gentleman from Yisconsin means the
white man that toils in the industrial institutions of the North,
I will say that I have no personal knowledge upon the subject,
but that I have lived all of my life in the South and have never
seen a negro in the South in a free soup house. Has the gentle-
man ever scen a white man of the North in one? [Laughter and
applause.] I have never seen a negro in the South standing in
a bread line in front of a bakery waiting for some generous
hand to pass him out a loaf of bread. Has the gentleman ever
seen that sight among the white laborers of the industrial in-
stitutions of the North? [Laughter and applause,] I will say
further, for the gentleman’s benefit, that if the manufacturers
of the North will give to the industrial laborers of their sections
anything like the same fair share of the profits of their toil that
we of the South give the negroes that he will never see any more
of them in soup houses or in bread lines., [Laughter and ap-
plause.]

Mr. HUGHES of New Jersey. Will the gentleman yield for
a question?

Mr. MACON. Certainly.

Mr, HUGHES of New Jersey. Has the gentleman from Ar-
kansas been able to discover a paragraph in this bill which pro-
vides that any part of the tariff shall go into the pockets of the
people whom the advocates of the measure say it is designed
to protect? 3

Mr. MACON. No. There is not a single letter, word, line, or
paragraph in the bill that provides, or even indicates, that any
part of the tariff provided for in it will go into the pockets of
the laboring men whom it is claimed to be designed to protect,
and yet they tell us that the tariff is levied in the interest of
the industrial toilers of the country. [Applause.]

Mr. WEISSE, Will the gentleman permit me to ask him a
question?

Mr. MACON. Certainly.

Mr. WEISSE. The gentleman is talking about the allegation
that this bill will protect labor. Does he believe that if this
bill is enacted in its present form, it will give work to more
laboring men than the Dingley bill?

Mr. MACON. I do not. I am firmly fixed in the belief that
if this bill is enacted into law it will come nearer putting
men out of work than it will to giving work to them, for the
rates will be so very high that the trusts of the country will be
able to * gobble up” all of the independent enterprises and in
that way destroy many opportunities for labor that now exist.
Under this bill trusts can not help but flourish, and it stands to
reason that where they do that all competition must perish.
We have had many industrial institutions that once gave em-
ployment to labor shut down by the strong arm of the trusts,
and when that arm is strengthened by additional friendly legis-
lation there is no telling what will be the result of its merciless
onslaught.

Mr. WILSON of Pennsylvania. Will the gentleman yield for
a question?

Mr. MACON. Yes, sir.

Mr. WILSON of Pennsylvania. Is it not a fact that under
the present law and under the proposed bill the laborers of the
country, skilled workmen and common laborers, have to pur-
chase everything they use in their household in a protected
market and have to sell the only thing they have for sale, their
labor, in a market that is open to all of the world, except
China, practically?

Mr. MACON. That is true.

Mr. WILSON of Pennsylvania. Then it is not a fact that it
is taking something out of the pockets of one class of labor to
put into the pockets of another class, but simply taking out of
the pockets of laborers and putting it into the pockets of capi-
talists. [Applause.]

Mr. MACON. Ofcourse. Ihave been insisting throughout my
remarks that the tariff as now provided, fostered, and appro-
priated was never intended to benefit the laborers of the coun-
try. As I stated, the term “labor” would never have been
heard of in connection with this bill but for the fact that labor
has a vote. [Applause on the Democratic side.] If the tariff
had been instituted for the benefit of labor, does not every one
know that a commission would have been created, or some offi-
cer designated to collect that part of it to which labor is en-
titled and pay it over to labor? Under existing law every
cent of it is put into the hands of the manufacturer, and he
pays to labor just such part of it as he, the manufacturer,
thinks labor ought to have. That kind of procedure is unjust
in every particular, and I can not understand how an honest,
intelligent man could make up his mind to even attempt to try
to sustain it. Gentlemen, it is a farce to talk about levying a
tariff for the benefit of labor and then put it into the hands of
the manufacturer for whom Ilabor toils and allow the manu-

facturer in his discretion to give to labor just such part of it as
he, the manufacturer, thinks labor ought to have. That kind
of a policy is contrary to common sense, contrary to all reason,
and the friends of honest toil ought to rise up everywhere to
proclaim against and condemn it. As long as it was believed
that the tariff was levied to assist infant industries and to help
support the Government, it was not so strenuously contended
against as it must be from this day on, if the ordinary every-day
human being of this Nation is to have any rights that are to be
respected at all. The gigantic combines that have grown so
prolificly under the nurturing and fostering care of a high
protective tariff have become so arrogant that they no longer
respect the rights of individuals, the rights of courts, nay, I
may almost say, the rights of the Government. Sir, they have
practically throttled the majority party that has nurtured and
cared for them for forty years and more, and are now en-
gaged in the business of writing its platform every four years
and seeing to it that Congress carefully carries out the declara-
tions that they have written into the platform and, in the writ-
ing of the last one, they came out boldly for themselves, some-
thing that they had not felt that they were strong enough to do
before; in fact, something that they dared not do until they felt
sure of their almost impregnable intrenchment. Here I read
from the Chicago platform:

In all tariff legislation the true prineiple of protection is best main-
tained by the lmzma!tion of such duties as will equal the difference be-

tween the cost of production at home and abroad, together with a rea-
sonable profit to American industries.

That means, if it means anything, that in addition to levying
a tariff high enough to pay the difference in cost of wages
abroad and in this country and to foster infant industries, that
it shall be large enough to guarantee to every combine and
trust, every manufacturing establishment and industrial institu-
tion between the two oceans such a profit as they themselves
would conceive to be a reasonable return upon their investment,
whether it consisted of raw or manufactured products, ma-
chinery, buildings, lands, stocks, and bonds, whether watered
or not, while the poor farmer who produces everything upon
which man subsists, and the toiling miner who digs everything
out of the earth, and by their combined efforts produce every-
thing that enters into manufacture, are not guaranteed a single
fraction of a cent upon their investment. Coming from the
South, I am necessarily more familiar with conditions there
than elsewhere, and hence am better prepared to speak as to
the accumulations of the farmers than I am of the miners, so T
will state that there are thousands of farmers all over the
South who have been toiling from boyhood until a time when
they are practically standing upon the brink of the grave in
order to make an ordinary living for their families, and to make
for themselves a little home consisting of an humble house and
40, 80, or 160 acres of land and upon which to exist during their
declining years. They have been producing cotton all that time
and sending it to the manufacturers without any protection
upon their raw material whatever, and while they were doing
it they barely eked out an existence because their profits were
so small, while the manufacturers, having been highly protected
all that time by a tariff upon the cotton goods that they have
manufactured, have grown immensely rich, and now, when that
unequal condition exists it is proposed that these thousands of
farmers that have grown old and broken from toil and who are
yet poor shall be called upon to pay an additional tax upon
their small investment in order that the rich manufacturers of
the country may have a guaranty of a reasonable profit upon
their large investment, they, the manufacturers, to say what the
amount shall be themselves regardless of whether or not their
investment is real or fictitious, If that is justice, then God
forbid that justice should much longer find favor upon the
face of the earth. [Applause.]

Now, Mr. Chairman, let us see what the Payne bill proposes
to do for the labor interests of the country and let us see how
it is to help the masses. I have already stated that because of
the maximum feature in the bill that the rate earried in it will
be higher than that of any revenue bill gince the protective tariff
was fastened upon the country. I will not have time to dis-
cuss all of its provisions, in fact, but a few of them, so I will
call the attention of the House to some of those that strike me
as being particularly obnoxious to the best interests of the
masses. Take the oil schedule; it contains a countervailing
clause that practically guarantees to the Standard 0il Com-
pany that it shall be permitted to charge 75 per cent more for
every bit of oil that it sells to the citizens of this country than
it would otherwise be able to sell it for, and it is estimated
that that advantage will guarantee to that great octopus not
less than $12,000,000 more of profit for oil sold to the American
people alone than it would receive if the countervailing provi-
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slon was not in the law. The very thought of putting a provi-
sion in a law for the benefit of so gigantic and so brazen a
combine as the Standard Oil Company is enough to cause the
people to rise up in their might and strike down the party that
would accord it so great a benefit. This soulless octopus has
been defying the courts and robbing the people year in and
year out for a generation or two. It has been having con-
ferences with and writing letters to Senators and Representa-
tives about legislation favorable or prejudicial to its interests
and has been successful in its efforts, in some instances by
reason of certain inclosures, and that success has caused it to
feel that it could do as it pleased without being called to ac-
count therefor, and it is just about that way.

There is no danger of it ever being successfully called upon
to account for anything that it does in violation of the law,
either in the matter of influencing legislation or of disregard-
ing it after it has been enacted, and to bolster up that sugzes-
tion it is only necessary for me to recite that about two years
ago a certain judge in Chicago, who was fresh from the people,
who had only been on the bench for a few months, and who
thought that when he was told by the administration to try
the octopus and to assess a fine against it, if it was found to be
guilty, sufficiently large to warn it and all others of its kind
that they must not longer willfully and premeditatedly violate
the law of the land, that it meant just what it said; so when
he found the octopus to be guilty, he assessed a fine of $29,240,000
against it. Most people thought that fine would put an end to
the open violation of the law by it, but somehow I had no faith
in the good faith of the administration in the matter and be-
lieved that it did not propose to see a single scar made upon
this arrogant combine. And to convinee you that my surmises
and doubts were genuine, I will say that I had an occasion to
address an audience of farmers, about 3,000 in number, about
two days after the fine had been assessed by Judge Landis,
and believing that it was all a fake, I could not help but eriti-
cise the administration for ordering a prosecution when it
knew that nothing was to come out of it except a bluster that
would attract the attention of the people and cause them fo
believe that the administration was deing big things along
trust-busting lines. I told my audience that I thought it was
all a hoax and that I did not believe a single cent of the
$20,240,000 would ever find its way into the United States
Treasury. I said to them that I might be wrong in eriticising
the administration, but I did not think so; but that I wanted
them to watch the case closely, and if they ever heard of a
single cent of the amount being paid into the Treasury that I
wanted each and every one of them to felegraph me at my ex-
pense, 80 I could immediately wire the administration an
humble apology for having unjustly eriticizsed if. Gentlemen,
I have not had to pay for a single message telling me that a
single cent of the $29,240,000 had been taken from the *till™
of the octopus and placed in the United States Treasury up to
this good hour. [Applause.] And I will never hear of such
a thing being done, for only the other day they had a second
trial of the case, and a verdict was returned in favor of the
trust.

Mr. GILLESPIE. Mr, Chairman, is it not true that they
would not even let farmers sit on the jury in the last trial?

Mr., MACON. Of course; of course, they would not let
farmers sit on the jury. They never let farmers sit on the jury
when they do not want honest verdicts, for they know that the
dear old farmer will return an honest verdict when he is on
the jury. [Applause.] If we could have free oil it would
benefit the laboring people very much. A 75 per cent reduction
in the cost of any necessary commodity is of vital importance
and great benefit to the consumers. It would especially be
helpful to the farmers of the country, for they can not have
any other kind of light, unless they resort to the old tallow dip
of several decades ago, or to the old grease-and-rag light of a
century ago. Mr. Chairman, it seems that the Standard Oil
Company has been writing letters or having some other kind of
communication with Members of Congress in regard to this bill,
if there is any foundntion whatever for the matter contained in
the newspaper clipping headed “ Deal in tariff bill” that I
will insert in my remarks at this point:

DEAL IN TARIFF BILL?—UGLY CHARGES RELATING TO OIL SCHEDULE AND
BEER TAX.
[Washington correspondence New York Journal of Commerce.]

In connection with the apzmrent defects of the bill as a revenue
producer, ugly charges are flying about the Capitol. It is alleged that
the duty on Dheer was to have been Increased, but that this was re-
frained from In return for votes c¢ast on the side of the House organiza-
tion In the rules fizht. One Member of the House, who claims to

have been apgmehod by re{lreseutatlves of the brewers, sald: “ A rep-
resentative of beer men told me on the eve of the contest over the
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organization of the House, that if Cannon rules should win, the heer
tax would be unchanged. If CaANNON were defeated, the tax would be
put up to $1.50. He wanted me to vote for the old rules. He seemed
very positive in his Information, and at that time I understood it had
been determined to make the tax $1.50. The inference would seem to
be justified that the restoration of the tax to $1 had some relation
to the fizht over the rules.”

The Congressman who made this statement would not permit the use
of his name, but he Is said to have made it to a number of Members,
both Democratic and Republican, and the matter is expected to be the
suh‘lect of further inquiry.

The countervailing duty on troleum and its products was also the
subject of much comment and investigation. Until the very eve of the
tariff bill construction it was said with the utmost confidence that this
countervailing duty was removed—that is, that petroleum was placed
actnally on the free list, instead of only nominally.

At noon on Tuesday a western oll man, who was In Washington In
the effort to get the countervailing duty restored, made the pesitive
statement that the duty had been stricken out and was still out. He
regretted the fact on the ground that it would be a serious blow at pro-
ducers in this country, becanse it might let in the oil of Russia and
Mexico and injure the market for that product at home.

Bad as it was, however, the oil men said the countervalling duty was
removed. It was expected at that time that the tariff bill would re-

orted within an hour or two. Instend, delay was taken for one da{.
ghe bill being held for twenty-four hours, and when it was reported, it
contained the provision for the countervailing duty.

Democrats and a great mang Republicans threatened to Insist upon
detailed explanations as to when and why these changes were made,
charging that both the beer tax and petroleum duty were involved in
the deal for support of the Cannon rules. Of course, there is as yet no

sitive evidence on any of these peints, but the charges are being

reely made, and are as yet uncontradicted.

If there is no foundation to the article, then somebody ought to
be prosecuted for lying.

Mr. Chairman, this bill is iniquitous becnuse it proposes to
raise revenue by taxing the necessaries of life, and insures a
large profit to the great industries by maintaining and increas-
ing the cost of living for the American people. If enacted into
law, it will greatly intensify the struggle for existence among
industrial laborers, for it only apparently reduces a few ex-
cessive duties, while it really seizes upon the necessaries of life
and raises their price by taxing them.

Take the coffee schedule, for instance; it is a striking exam-
ple. All classes use it, and especially the laboring class. We
have many toilers in this land who are willing to go forth
in the morning and work until noon if they can but have a
cup of coffee and a bit of bread. Now, in this bill it is pro-
posed that they shall pay at least 3 cents per pound tax upon
their coffee, The coffee paragraph is supposed to be upon the
free list, but it has coupled with it, and it is a part of it, a
countervailing provision to the effect that if any country, de-
pendency, province, or colony shall impose an export duty or
other export tax or charge of any kind whatsoever, directly or
indirectly, upon coffee exported to the United States, a duty
equal to such export duty, tax, or charge shall be levied, col-
lected, and paid thereon. Brazil is the chief coffee-producing
country of the world. Practically all of our coffee comes from
Brazll, and that country has issued bonds based upon an export
duty on her coffee, and hence she must charge an export duty
to pay the inferest on and to raise a sinking fund for the retir-
ing of those bonds, no matter what kind of a revenue provision
we should put in our tariff Iaw upon the subject; so you see,
gentlemen, that free coffee is a fudge, a fluke, and a fraud, as
provided for in this bill.

The glass schedule as provided for in the Payne bill is also a

delusion. It represents that it has lowered the rate on common
window glass, something that is absolutely a necessity to the
poor man if his home is ever to be blessed by the penetrating
rays of God's sunshine, but when you figure it out the reduec-
tion is less than one-half of 1 per cent, and the rate is left at a
prohibitive point, just as it is in the Dingley bill, and hence
there will be no way for the consumer to get the benefit of
even the one-half of the 1 per cent reduction. Away with
such tariff revision downward; it is enough to make a person
sick. [Applause.]
~ The bill is drawn so that it is almost impossible for even a
“ Philadelphia lawyer " to tell what it means or just what will
have to be paid as a tariff on many articles mentioned in it if
it becomes a law. Paragraph 875 is fairly illustrative of that
statement. I will read it to you and let you see what you can
make out of it:

On blankets and flannels for underwear composed wholly or in part
of wool, valued at not more than 40 cents per pound, the duty per
pound shall be the same as the duty imposed by this section on 2
rounds of unwashed wool of the first class, and in addition thereto 30
per cent ad valorem ; valued at more than 40 cents and not more than
) cents per ?ound. the duty per dpound shall be three times the duty
imposed by this section on 1 pound of unwashed wool of the first class.
and in addition thereto 35 per cent ad valorem.

On blankets composed
wholly or in part of wool, valued at more than 50 cents per pound, the
duty per pound shall be three times the duty imposed by this section
on 1 pound of unwashed wool of the first class, and in addition thereto
40 per cent ad valorem. Flannels composed wholly or in part of wool,
valued at above 50 cents per pound, shall be classified and pay the
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same duty as women's and children's dress goods, coat linings, Italian
cloths, and goods of similar character and descriEtion by this

P:noﬂded
ed, That on blankets over 3 in gth the same
cloths.

?l?fttits shall be paid as on

The glove schedule is another fine specimen of the work of
the committee in behalf of the poor people of this country. It
raises the rate on the gloves of the poor woman from 58 to 133
per cent, while those worn by the “well to do"” are raised
from 84 to 108 per cent; that is to say, the poor woman's glove
is taxed 90 per cent, while the “ well-to-do” woman's glove is
taxed 44 per cent, less than one-half as much as that of the
poor woman. That schedule seems to have been “fixed™ in
the interest of somebody, if the information contained in the
clipping headed “ Who is benefited?” that I will incorporate
in my remarks just here, has any foundation in fact beneath it:

WHO 18 BENEFITED?

That, of course, can only be explained by the committee, But a bit
of light will perhaps be s on it by the following letter which Rep-
resentaptéiggh ApansoN of Georgia read into the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD

in a s
NEWNAN, GA., March 17, 1909.
Hon. W. C. Apamson, M. C.,
Washington, D. O.
Dear Sie: We desire to call your attention to the schedules on kid
gloves and linoleum in the new tariff bill just introduced, and to nrﬁ
increases incorporated in th

upon you the importance of opposing
measure, An increase of tarif rates on the lower grades, especlally
of k French lamb, and sc will make them prohib-

en gloves,
ltor,{ or import, and will put us at the mercy of a few manufacturers
in Glove le, who would be the only ones to profit by this measure.
Gloves of this kind made in this country are far inferior to the foreign-
made article. The proposed schedule will entirely shut out French-
made lambskin gloves, such as now retail at $1 per pair, and will make
the price on the better quality so high that their sale will be very
limited. A like reason aﬁpliea to linoleums, which are better made
abroad. We hope you will use every effort to prevent the passage of
these schedules.
Very sincerely, yours, P. F. Currixg & Co.

This letter is but a sample of many which have been received. It
is a matter of the commonest knowledge that the Gloversville glove
{ndustry is the speclal beneficiary expected to gain by this remarkable
gchedule. How did Gloversville manage to get such excellent treatment?

GLOVERSYVILLE REPRESENTED.

That, agaln, is one of the things that only the Ways and Means
Committee, presumably, could answer. But a few things are su tive :

Lucius N. Littaver, for many years a leading and influential Member
of k(;‘ongfega. tl:y the recognized head of the great Gloversville glove-
making industry.

He stands for it in all its relations to public affairs. He was known
in Co! as its representative. It was special concern, and his
great fortune represents investment in it.

Mr. Littauer is one of closest personal and political intimates
of the present organization which controls the House.

. As a Member of Congress he was one of the recognized spokesmen
of JoserH G. CANNON.

He was one of the men who made CANNoN Speaker and one of the
most effective representatives of the CANNON ﬁmu% in all political
affairs. He is a politician of great Influence In New York.

When the great fight over the election of Bpeaker CaxNoN and the
readoption of the Cannon rules of the House started a few weeks ago,
Mr. I‘:tttauer was early sent for. He hurried on to Washington, and
was one of the group of inside ma; for § er CANNON and the
old rules throughout the fight. No longer a Member of Congress, he

Is personal acq tance and influence most effectively. To no
man does the present managerial cligue owe more for its retention in
contru;.? What induced Mr. Littauer to work so hard for the old
contro

Nobody knows ; patriotism, doubtless.

But it is on the to of every cynle in Congress that * Littauer
got his reward In the glove schedule.”

He certainly got handsome treatment.

But how will the poor woman whose gloves will, under this schedule,
be controlled by Mr. Littauer’s -tariff-protected monopoly feel about
that sort of political logrolling?

Mr. Chairman, it seems that a whole lot of people not on the
Ways and Means Committee have had something to do with the
making of this bill if there is any truth whatever in the sugges-
tions contained in these newspaper clippings.

The drawback clause in the Payne bill is about as confusing
as to its real meaning as the wool schedule embraced in para-
graph 375 just mentioned. But as confusing as it is, it can be
fairly construed to mean that the manufacturer can import all
of the raw material he wants, pay a duty on it, and then be
allowed a drawback that will equal the amount of duty paid
on the importation of the raw material when it has been manu-
factured into a finished product and exported, less a legal deduc-
tion of 1 per cent, provided the exportation shall be made within
three years after the importation of the foreign materinl. I
will incorporate the section in my remarks so the people of the
country can read it and construe it for themselves. It surely
means all I have said.

Sgc. 20, On the exportation of articles manufactured or produced in
the United States either in whole or In part of imported materials,
or from domestic materials of equal gquantity and productive manu-
facturing quality and wvalue, such question to be determined by the
Secretary of the Treasury, there shall be allowed a drawback equal
in amount to the duties pald on the imported materials , OF W ert;

o

used
imported materials are used, to the doties paid on the equivalent
imported materials, less the legal deduction of 1 per cent: Provided,
That the exportation shall be made within three years after

the im-

portation of the foreign material used or checked agalnst: And
of materials used and the amount of

vided further, That the quantl
duties shall be ascertain , the facts of the manufacture or the
prodm of such articles in the United States and their exportation

therefrom, and the equality of domestic and imported materials where
the former are substituted for the latter with respect to guantity and
productive manufacturing quality and value shall be determined,
and the drawback due thereon shall be pald to the manufacturer,

» to the agent of either, or to the person to whom
order such dra.wbaék %ﬁuﬁdeﬁ&“ﬁgﬁaaﬁeﬁtn the Sﬁmwt:g;n‘f
the Treasury shall prwcru'ae. &

It is clearly intended to allow the manufacturer to have free
raw material when it is his purpose to make a finished product
and sell it abroad, thus discriminating against the people of this
country in favor of the manufacturer and the foreigner. Men
who are capable of occupying seats in this House ought to be
able to legislate more intelligently and justly than that, unless
it is their purpose to * turn a legislative trick ” of some sort.

There is one paragraph in the Payne bill, however, that is
easily understood, but the reason for its existence can not be so
easily comprehended when we consider it in the light of the
great ability of the Republican party to run this Government in
such an efficient and prosperous manner as they claim to have
done, and that is the paragraph authorizing the issuance of
$250,000,000 of 3 per cent interest-bearing bonds that the com-
mittee pleases to “dub” “certificates.” When Mr. Cleveland
was President of the United States he issued $60,000,000 of
bonds at a time of profound peace, and every Republican voice
in all the broad land was raised in righteous indignation against
and condemnation of that act. The failure of his administra-
tion and his incapacity was heralded from the housetops, and
now these same people are providing for the issunance of $250,-
000,000 of interest-bearing bonds at a time of profound peace,
and they say it is a wise piece of statesmanship. They may be
able to justify their action in connection with the matter, but
poor Cleveland could not. Gentlemen, if the issmance of the
$60,000,000 of bonds was any evidence of the inefficiency of a
Democraiie administration to administer the affairs of this
Government, then I would like to know what the issuance of
the $250,000,000 of bonds would be evidence of.

This bill is fatally deficlent in that it does not admit the prod-
ucts of the Philippine Islands free of duty. We forced our
authority upon those helpless people and are now doing our best
to keep them helpless by restricting their opportunities as much
as we can. We have destroyed their commerce with the rest of
the world and are now restricting them in the matter of their
selling their products in this country free of duty. In my judg-
ment the trade between the United States and the Philippine
Islands ought to be as free as the trade between the various
States of this Union, and I do not believe that a contrary policy
can be justified on any ground in the world except that of high-
way robbery. [Applause.]

I introduced a bill to that effect when I first came to Congress,
and have kept it alive by reintroducing it at the beginning of
each succeeding Congress. I will incorporate it in my remarks
and leave it to the fair-minded judgment of the world as to
whether its provisions are just or not: :

admit the products of the Philippin
Abil b ports of thg United States of A:}:’grit; Iigi:l:ang; tli?.itt‘;nul SZitla

Be it enacted, cto., That from and after the ng?mvnl of this act the
products, raw, manufactu and refined, of e Philippine Islands
shall be admitted and received into all of the ports of the United States
of America free of duty or tax of every kind.

Sec. 2. That all laws or parts of laws in conflict with this act
gnd the same are hereby, repealed as specifically as though spec

We may succeed for a time in spite of our unrighteous treat-
ment of these poor devils, but I firmly believe that our conduct
toward them will some day return to plague us,

Paragraph 462 of the Payne bill provides for the admission of
works of art and paintings more than 20 years old free of
duty. I am constrained to think, Mr. Chairman, that that pro-
vision was not put in the bill in the interest of labor, but was
put there for the benefit of the very rich who care to adorn
their drawing rooms and parlors with the most expensive orna-
ments to be found in the world.

Mr. HARDY. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield to me
for a question?

Mr. MACON. Certainly.

Mr, HARDY. I understand that Mr. J. P. Morgan has some
very valuable pictures which he refuses to bring into the United
States unless they are admitted free of duty.

Mr. MACON. Yes; I have heard so.

Mr. HARDY. Does not the gentleman think that labor will
weep copious tears if Mr. Morgan does not bring those pictures
in?
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1\‘Ir. MACON. Just so. [Laughter.] The Morgans, the | as an insult when it is properly understood. There are a few

Rockefellers, the Vanderbilts, and persons of their financial
standing are the only ones that will be benefited by the para-
graph. Pictures, like wine, grow more valuable with age, and
after they have stood the test of twenty years they become rare
and are sought after by connoisseurs the world over, and fab-
ulous prices are generally paid for them ; and they, being among
the rarest of luxuries, ought to pay a fair portion of the revenue
tax of this Nation when they are brought into it. [Applause.]

The Payne bill, however, does allow some articles to be
brought into the country free of duty besides works of art over
twenty years old.

Mr. HARDY. For labor?

Mr, MACON. Yes; if the gentleman insists that it should be
that way. I am inclined to think, however, that labor will not
rejoice because of their free admission, for none of them are
necessaries, and all of them could bear a tariff if they were
imported without injuring the interests or prejudicing the rights

of a single human being in the country.

I will eall your attention to paragraph 548, which admits
diamonds and other precious stones, rough or uncut, free of
duty. They are certainly not admitted free of duty in the inter-
est of labor, for laborers hardly ever wear diamonds. The other
day while the chairman of the Ways and Means Committee
[Mr. Payse] was speaking in the interest of the bill he became
a little irritated when I interrupted him to ask what class of
labor would be benefited by the importation of diamonds and
rare works of art free of duty, and he actually called upon the
Chair for protection against me. Now, gentlemen, there was
no necessity for that; I did not intend to hurt him, and told
him so at the time. [Applause.] The trouble with him was
that he had been saying too much about the bill being drawn
in the interest of labor, and he did not want the attention of
the country called to the fact that it was drawn in the interest
of almost everything else but labor; but, he said, they were
rough diamonds and not prepared for use; but when we turn to
paragraph 445 we find that only 10 per cent ad valorem is levied
against the rarest of diamonds, rubies, sapphires, and so forth,
irrespective of size, while imitations of precious stones, pearls,
and so forth, composed wholly of glass or paste and not mounted
or set are 20 per cent ad valorem. The first kind the very rich
ornament themselves with, while the other kind are used
largely by the poor colored people of the country whom the
Republicans are continually calling upon for votes, A farce
upon its face, gentlemen, and every one knows it,

Let us look further into the free list, gentlemen, and see what
there really is in it that is in the interest of labor. Right close
to the top of it I find acorns unground, balm of Gilead, blood,
catgut and worm gut [laughter and applause]; then we find
divi-divi, gold, silver, and copper, all for the benefit of labor
[applause and laughter]; and I find that fossils are admitted
free; and I want to say in that connection that if they will put
the duty on fossils high enough, and arrange it in such a way
as to drive a lot of old high-tariff fossils out of the country I
think it would be greatly in the interest of labor. [Laughter
and applause.] I also notice they have some joss sticks on the
free list. I suppose they are the Chinese joss sticks.

Mr, HUGHES of New Jersey. They burn them in front of
their protection idols.

Mr. MACON. Is that it? T thought they must be in the in-
terest of protection in some form, for it is harder for a Repub-
lican hand to write anything that does not lean toward protec-
tion than it is for a rich man to enter the kingdom of heaven.
I notice we have leeches upon the free list also, Mr. Chairman,
We have a great many old protection leeches that have been
residing in this country for forty years and more, and there has
not been a moment of that time in which they have not had
their special interests fastened to the backs of labor, sucking
lifeblood from them with all their might. We also have manna
on the free list. I suppose it is left over manna that the Israel-
ites could not use during their forty-years' march through the
wilderness, and now that it is too stale to eat they let it in free
for labor to feast on. Then we have pulu on the free list. Now,
who ever heard of pulu being good for labor? Who on earth is
silly enough to think that allowing pulu to be brought into this
country free of duty will benefit any class of labor to be found
in it? Ah, Mr. Chairman, it is silly to put such things on the
free list. They have no more business there than English spar-
rows or African baboons. [Applause.] If they had desired to
do anything for labor, why did they not allow wool hats, shoes,
domestics, jeans, cotton stripes, coffee, tea, plows, harrows, reap-
ers, mowers, and other things of that kind to come in free?
They have thought to throw this free list to the toiling masses
of the country as a sop, but, sir, I believe that it will be taken

articles on the free list that will be in the interest of the con-
sumers, but they are so insignificant in number as to not be
worthy of any considerable consideration. A good stiff tariff
rate on our high-class ornamental and luxurious importations,
such as silks, satins, the finer grade of woolens, high-grade arts,
diamonds and other jewels, cigars, high wines and other bev-
erages would produce a magnificent revenue, and the class of
consumers that usually purchase them would hardly miss what
they pay for them.

It is true that the wool schedule has been made high in the
interest of the woolgrowers of Ohio and other States in the
West, but I am happy to say that some good has come out of it
for the cotton growers of the South, on the principle that “ it is
an ill wind that blows nobody good.” The rate on wool is so
high that the manufacturers are mixing cotton with it in the
manufacture of what they call * woolen goods,” thereby unin-
tentionally furnishing an additional market for the cotton-
growers' cotton. It is only an indirect benefit, however, and was
never intended to help the cotton producers in any way.

One of the best evidences on earth of the iniquity of the pro-
tective-tariff system is to be found in the fact that its bene-
ficiaries are importuning legislative bodies year in and year out,
by day and by night, in support of their unjust cause. If it
were just, if it possessed that legislative principle of equality
that ought te prevail in every free Christian land, the cause
would stand for itself and Representatives would not have to
be importuned, coerced, and bought to pass laws perpetuating
the system. They have been importuning legislative bodies
from time immemorial to not only put a tariff upon everything
beneath the sky that would help their particular cause, but
they have even tried to poison its productions with their sys-
tem. I remember to have read several years ago where the
candle makers' association of France sent a petition to the
Chamber of Deputies asking that a tariff be levied upon sun-
light, because it came in competition with the lights of the ean-
dles that they manufactured and sold. I also remember to have
read that the brewers' association of this country at an early
period of its life petitioned Congress to not only lay a tariff
sufficiently high to shut out all foreign competition to their
business, but they insisted that Congress ought to go further
and provide such means and measures as wonld encourage a
more general use of malt liguors throughout the United States.
[Laughter and applause.] Another petition was presented to
Congress by the hat makers praying for a tariff on hats, in
which it was stated that the failure to levy a tariff on hats
would be taking meat and bread out of the mouths of them-
selves and their families. I heard a gambling-dive keeper on
one occasion give the same reason for opposing the administra-
tion of the affairs of a certain city that had closed up his dive.
He was cursing the mayor bitterly for having instructed the
police to drive gambling out of the city, and said that he was
taking meat and bread out of the mouths of his family. The
gambler's contention was just as logical and just as that of
the hat makers. He had no privilege whereby he was entitled
to take money wrongfully from others in order to put bread into
the mouths of his family, and the hat makers had no such priv-
ilege as to warrant them in doing so, and it was an insult to
Jjustice to even ask that such a privilege be given them. The
requests contained in these petitions are no more unjust or
outrageous, however, than the demand of the Standard 0il octo-
pus that it be protected by a tariff of from 75 to 100 per cent.

The Demoeratic platform writers of 1900 defined the tariff
of this country, as now encouraged and promoted, fo be a * rob-
ber tariff,” and the Republican party became indignant at it
and denounced the Democratic party from one end of the coun-
try to the other for having used such a term in connection with
it. Now, sir, I am not prepared to say whether all tariff is a
species of robbery or not, but I have always understood that
whenever a thing of value was taken from one person for the
benefit of another without the consent of the person from whom
it was taken, without force, that the act constituted ordinary
larceny, but, if taken by force, that it was robbery; and, sirs,
for the life of me I can not conceive of a greater exercise of
force along that line than the enactment of a law to be upheld
and enforced by courts and marshals compelling one man to
give up a thing that belongs to him for the use and benefit of
another. Whether that kind of proceeding is a species of rob-
bery or not I will leave to others to say. The very name of
tariff is suggestive of robbery within itself. It was taken from
the city of Tariffa, the rendezvous and home of the greatest
band of sea robbers that ever infested the earth. They filled
their coffers with the treasure of the world by roaming the
high seas and making every passenger that came their way
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pay tribute to their nefarious business. The tariff barons of
this country under the guise of the law are roaming over this
fair land every hour and day of the year, and they are demand-
ing tribute from its humblest citizens in order that they may fill
their coffers just as the sea robbers filled theirs. [Applause.]
Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, I have simply
told what has been done and is being done; say for yourselves
whether there is any element of robbery connected with the
tariff business. The protective system was conceived in greed
and has been fed on avarice and deep-seated selfishness, ele-
ments of life that ought to be frowned upon at all times and
throttled without mercy. The tariff has insidiously fastened
itself upon this country and has grown to such an extent that
it is almost impossible to realize its gigantic proportions or to
estimate the great evil that it has visited upon the average con-
sumer of the land. If the protective system was known to be
what it really is, if the people really knew the great tribute
that they are paying to the tariff barons of the country, if when
they were required to make a purchase it was so ordered that
they would deposit the tariff per cent of the purchase in one
box and the commercial part in another, it would only be a ques-
tion of time, coupled with an opportunity to get to an election
poll somewhere, before they would cast their vote in opposition
to a continuance of the great evil. [Applause.]

The steel schedule in the Payne bill reduces the tariff upon
that commodity, but it still leaves it prohibitory; in other
words, according to the highest authority, it ean be manufac-
tured cheaper in this country than anywhere else in the world,
and hence any tariff upon it would make importations of it
absolutely prohibitory. Mr. Carnegie, who has grown rich by
pilfering from the people under tariff laws, himself says that
there is no necessity for a tariff on steel, but it is a powerful
institution and ecan add many sinews of war to a political
campaign; and therefore it is in a position to demand tribute
from the American people.

The lumber schedule purports to reduce the duty on that
commodity 50 per cent, when, as a matter of fact, it has a
countervailing clause in it that will prevent the reduction of
the tariff on it one cent, but the schedule does not seem to
please anybody. The lumber manufacturers and dealers of the
country are not only clamoring for the retention of the Dingley
duty, but are insisting that it ought to be raised 50 per cent,
whereas those who are in favor of cheap homes for the toiling
masses and who believe that the ownership of an American
home is one of the greatest antidotes and panaceas for soclalistic
tendencies, those who believe that lumber is a prime necessity,
and therefore, according to Democratic doctrine, ought not to
bear a tariff, but if a tariff, just such as would make it an in-
cidental revenue producer, and those who are opposed to trust
control of any of the commodities of the country, are demanding
that it be put upon the free list. 8ir, the Democratic party,
whose .commission I have the honor to bear upon the floor of
this House, has instructed me, both directly and indirectly, to
vote to put lumber upon the free list. The following language
in the Denver platform is the indirect instruction given me.
Hear it:

Articles entering into competition with trust-controlled products
should be placed upon the free list.

Is there a lumber trust in this country and is it controlling
the lumber products of the country? If so, then I am com-
manded to do what I can to put that commodity upon the free
list. Every bit of evidence that has been produced upon the
subject clearly shows that we have a lumber trust in America
and that it is controlling our lumber products without let or
hindrance. But further down in the platform we find the fol-
lowing specific instructions to all Democrats upon the subject.
It reads:

We demand the immediate repeal of the tariff on wood

per, lumber, timber, and logs, and that these articles he
he free list.

Do Members upon this side of the House have to go any fur-
ther than that to obtain information as to what their vote
should be upon this subject? If so, they are indeed a hazy body
of individuals. I have been importuned by friends at home—
nay, I have seen in the papers that I have been instructed by
a commercial elub—to vote to retain the present tariff on lum-
ber. Of course I have not paid attention to the newspaper
notice, for they are not always reliable; but to all communiea-
tions received, whether from individuals, companies, or other
organizations interested in the lumber schedule of the bill, ask-
ing me to vote to retain the present tariff on lumber, I have
promptly replied that I was nominated as a Democrat, was
directed to stand upon the Democratic platform, and was elected
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to Congress by Democratic votes, and hence that I was commis-
sioned by the Democratic party to do its will, and that in the
platform upon which I stood for election it had directly in-
structed—nay, demanded—me to vote for the immediate repeal
of the tariff on lumber and to place it upon the free list; and I
have asked them to let me know what they would do under the
circumstances. I have stated to them that I did not believe
that they themselves would have any respect for or confidence
in me if I were to deliberately and willfully trample the plat-
form of my party into the earth. God knows that I would
gladly, gladly do what my constituents, my friends and neigh-
bors, want me to do if I could do so without violating the faith
of my party; if I could do so without injury to others. I would
be glad, doubly glad to place additional dollars in the pockets of
every man, woman, and child in the First Congressional District
of the State of Arkansas if I could honorably do so. But, Mr.
Chairman, I have too much faith in the nobility of purpose and
uprightness of character of the good people that I have the
honor to represent to believe that they would ask me to either
violate my party obligation or to snatch tribute from others in
order that they might have gain. [Applause.] I am happy to
say that I do not believe that I will lose a single friend because
of the stand that I take upon this question; but if I do, it will
be because I refuse to sacrifice the integrity of my party, the
party that I have always loved and that has ofttimes honored
me, the party that has proclaimed the cause of humanity from
the day of its ineception to this good hour; it will be because I
refuse to be a traitor to that patriotic organization that was
founded by Jefferson, sustained and supported by Jackson, by
Tilden, and by Bryan; it will be because I prefer honor above
privilege or place; because I prefer to hand back the proud old
party banner that I have honorably waved aloft for six years
to the dear souls who placed it in my hands as stainless as it
was when they placed it there; it will be because I refuse to
further burden the sweat-begrimed and soot-stained toilers of
this country by requiring them to pay a tariff tribute upon the
lumber with which they construct their humble huts, under
whose friendly roofs they lie down to rest when the shadows of
night have fallen about them to warn them that their day's
work is done.

Mr. Chairman, I have lived in the atmosphere of the poor
man all of my life. I have endured all that he endures and
have partaken of ‘that of which he is now partaking, and
hence, sir, I know his condition and his necessities, and with
God’'s help and guidance I propose to keep in sight of him
and his cause as long as I am permitted to walk to and fro
upon the earth.

The fathers established a duty system as the means of raising
a revenue with whieh to support our Government, and hence it
is necessary for us who are left behind to conduct its affairs
to lay a duty just large enough to support it when honestly and
economically administered, and no more; that far I am a pro-
tectionist, but no further. The protection of an article manu-
factured or prodnced in any community of the United States,
for protection’s sake, against the competition of like articles
manufactured or produced in foreign countries is also a pro-
tection against a cheaper and freer use of it by the citizens of
every community in the United States except the one in which
it is manufactured or produced.

Mr. Chairman, in my judgment, it is an outrage to prejudice
the welfare of all the communities of this great Nation in
order that a single community, company, or individual manu-

' facturing or producing a particnlar commodity may be made

rich. Special interests are never satisfied with the favoritisms
accorded them, no matter how great their benefits or what
hardships they cause to be visited upon others because of them.
The selfishness of the world has always been and will ever be
its greatest blight, and it thrives when fed upon favaritism
just as animals thrive when fed upon choicest food, for which
reason, if I had the honor of helping to found a goverpment
of the people, by the people, and for the people, I would not
provide for the raising of its revenue by a tariff tax, because
as long as selfishness exists the tariff duties will be so laid
and collected as to take from one for the benefit of another,
and all men know that that kind of a policy is a curse to any
country that has ‘ever been, or will ever be, afflicted with its
baneful influences and effects.

Mr. Chairman, I notice that my time has about expired, and
hence it will be impossible for me to consider the pending
bill more in detail than I have done, I think I have said
enough to show that it is a tariff infamy, however, and that
men who love right more than they do wrong can not afford
to support it. So I will conclude my remarks by saying that
I believe that when God created man and placed him upon
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the earth He intended that he should have a free and unob-
structed race for the prize of life, and that if he could by his
own honest efforts outstrip his fellows and possess it that he
ought to be permitted to do so without hindrance of any kind
from them. For my part, Mr. Chairman, I ask no protection
for myself or for my business except as against the highway-
man and the sneak thief, and, feeling that way about it, I can
not possibly be in hearty sympathy with that class of our
citizens who are so paternalistic in their desires and selfish
in their views as to want their Government to throw around
them a bodyguard of protection as against the honest competi-
tions of life. [Applause.]

Mr. WEISSE. Mr. Chairman, at the request of a number of
Members, I ask leave to print some tables and reports on the
tariff on hides and business conditions and Bradstreet's report
on the panic:

Way Hipes SHounp Be Free oF Dury.
[By A. H. Lockwood, of Chicago.]

The tarif on hides differs so radicallf from all other duties levied
apon Imported merchandise that it should always be considered alone.
A careful consideration of the suobject will convince any fair-minded
man that the tax on hides serves no useful purpose, but works serious
lritg?ry to an important chain of Industries that directly affect every
citizen.

Of all the many ftems on the free and dutiable lists of the revenue
law the tariff on hides is perhaps the least understood. Senators and
Congressmen, newspaper tors, and the general public have little con-
cel‘:is on of the justice and importance of the demand for free hides.

he object of this book is to present in concrete form the facts and
arguments in favor of the restoration of hides to the free list.

There are chapters devoted to the different phases of the subject. A
study of the succaeding pages will show that the hide tariff of 15 Ser
cent Iz a radical departure in revenue legislation. For twenty-
years Prevlous to its Imposition hides had n free, and there was no

on or demand from anybody for a tax on hides. The Dingley
b!l as reported to the House and pmmed by that body retained hides
on the free list. There was no protest from the farmers nor from any-
one else. In the Senate, however, the tarlff was put upon hides dur-
ing the compromise hours just before final passage of the bill. The
leather, shoe, and other leather-consuming dustries had little time
or chance to present thelr side of the case. No hearings were had be-
fore the Ways and Means Committee, Neither the Democrats nor Re-
publicans of the National Deﬁ!n[ature favored the hide tax.
admitted to be an ecomomic blunder, but it was said the Re
ma%gr!t; were col ,Pd“d to accept the hide tariff to save the bill.
armers ve no benefit from the hide tax, but really are In-
jured, for the remn that agricultural communities are the largest
consumers of leather. The principle of * protection ™ can not be made
to apply to hides, because they are not an article of manufacture made
in response to demand, but result incidentally from the slaughter of
cattle for food.

Free hides would ?rotect American labor by v
geoyment to the people on the larger quantities o that would

manufactured into shoes, harness, belting, turnlture. and other
articles for the home and export trade.

Imports of cattle hides and exports of sole leather have decreased
as a result of the tarlff on hides. It is significant that during the

period imports of kips and skins free of duty and exports of upper
B & Diodhets ot s the hide is of small

a producer of revenue tax is small consequence. A
little over $2,000,000 a year is all the Government derives from the
hide tariff, while the cost of raw material tn tunnars and shoe manuo-
facturers and the price of shoes and ot.her ther goods consumed by
the public is raised by reason of the ta

increased em-

Tannlnge and the manufacture of Ieathu' goods, as shoes,
%arlmss, Iting, etc.,, are carried on in almost everr Stnte of the
nion.

The demand for free hides is not a sectional issue, but is
voiced in the West and South as well as in the East.

Eve inhabitant of the country is a eonsumer of leather, and
24 000,000 of horses and mules are of no use to the people m:til they
are harnessed with leather. The hide tax touches every man's feet
and every man's head. It increases the cost of his shoes and the
sweat band in his hat. It hits the pocketbook as well as its contents.
Every traveling man feels the hide tax upon his suit ease and bag,
and every mill owner pays more for belts to transmit his power.

The domestic hide suPply of eyery civilized country is much too small
for its required quantities of leather. There is no possible way b'y
which it ean be made sufficient. Without imports of hides a.nd
there must be imports of luther, shoes. a:nd o leather ;uods.
nr ent should be nece anyone that

better to lmport hides and sklns lmtlﬂu tlm.n tu be com-
pelled to import finished upon which much for-
eign labor is expended.

Cattle in the United States are decreasing while the the population
is increasing. The demand for leather has outstrip the d for
beef. The extonsion of our rts of shoes

expol depends u ali

WrtM1w respect of raw material. All manu:ult)::.}meg“ it:ﬂms.
lnch:dlng ada.. admit hides free of duty. The tariff of 15 per cent
imposed hides coming into the United States enables Europe to
convert tha surplus hides of South ca into artieles for the ex-
port trade of the world. he manufacturers and dealers in leather
n:"id ulentherﬁoods o dathgnjl;'et? Sm&u i ngl them wltl:

vile, deman ting a wmng ut u -
guft susﬂa.cient hearing in 1897. There ean pj‘uﬂxg:tlon for the
hide tax. It is a tarif monstrosi inﬂicte(! tlpun one of greatest
and most important induxtrlm o The tmrdmz oﬂ unjuast
taxation has been carried for twel g:m on t{ﬂb&mnm it was not possi-
ble to force revision u,pon a single ut reopening the entire
dutiable and free lists.

HIDE TARIFF NOT A POLITICAL ISSUR.

wu never a politieal Issue. Duri the
epublican party was in comple
onal Government hid

The hide tax
1872, when the
branches of the Nn

rs after
control of all
es were on the free list. It

thus a

the most consistent advocate of the &an!pla of
rotec

tc Amm-lmn Industry and hbur is justified in favoring the
hides into our ports.

..A.n exnminn.tlou of ail the revenue bills shows that hides and skins
were admitited free of duty for seventy-eight years, and were dutiable
at various rates and for different periol:ts ameunting in all to about
thirty years prior to the enacfment of the gment law. Hides and
skins were first taxed August 30, 1842, the object of the bill being to
increase the revenues. The vetoes of t Tyler of two tariff bills
had caused a Treasury deficit, and hides and skins were taxed 5 per
cent ad valorem. By the act of March 3, 1857, the tarif was rednced
to 4 per cent. The act of March-2, 1861, put the rate back to 5 per
cent, and It so remained until the act of August 5, 1861, when almost
everything was taxed to produce revenue to carry on the civil war,
and the doty on hides a skins was increased to 10 per ceant. This
duty remained in force until the act of June 6, 1872, when hides and
gkins were put upon the list, where they remained undisturbed
in any genera.l tariff revisions until the Dingley bill became a
law June 24

It will be seen from this brief history that hides prior to 1807 were
free except during short periods when the Government needed revenue,
and that the tax was never more than 10 r cent and was always
made to apply to all deaecriptlona of hides and skins. The present law,
therefore, was a new rartum in hide tariffs which has pl‘oved bar-
densome and pressive its operation. It made the duty 5 per cent
more than it lmd ever been before, and taxed cattle hides only, leaving
all other kinds of hides and all deseriptions of skins on the free list.

Tanners, shoe manufacturers, and producers of harness, saddlery,
belting, and leather goods generally are inclined to charge the Iepm
lican party with the responsibility for taxing hides, although it can
be shown that the hide tariff was never a part of the Republican
scheme of Protectlon Prior to the present law, that went into effect

97, hides were free of duty for twenty-five years continucusly.

When William MecKinley was chairman of the Ways and Means Com-

mittee of the House of Representatives, although personally he did

not favor it, there was an abortive attempt made to put a tax on hides.

At tl;:lt‘stimgt James G. Blaine wrote, under date of April 10, 1800, the
follo letter :

“Dear M. McKINLEY : It is a great mistake to take hides from the
free list, where they have been for so many years. It is a slap In the
face to the South Ar.uericnns with whom we aré trying to emlarge our
trade. It will benefit the farmer by adding 5 to 8 per cent to the
price of his children’s shoes. It will yleld a profit to the butcher
only—the last man that needs it. The movement is Injudielous from
Imrin.nl%g to end—in every form and phase. Pray stop it before it sees
light. uch movements as this for protection will protect the Repub-
liean pnrY;y into ﬁ,:ﬁudy retirement.

= JamEes G. BLaNe”

e law now in foree was known at its Inception as the ‘* Dingley
hiil." sf.ter the then chairman of the Ways and Means Committee of the
House. As re dmrted from the commi , and as it passed the Honse,
the Dingley bill left hides undisturbed on the free list. This, it s]muld
be remembered, was in the spring of 1897, immedinuly followin
first inauguration of President McKinley. At that time the ba n:noa
of power the Senate was held b'g several Populist Smators from the
far West, whose terms of office had not yet expired. The Populist

platform had a free- blgln.n.lr.. so that there was no matter of princi-
e tnvo!veﬁ. The Republican leaders were on record for fogf numtg
platform

:Zi and the Populists were pledged by their Ela.rg
oppam tariffs not for revenue only. And yet
hours before the final passage of the new revenue law a tariff of 15
rd’;m‘;t t;vu put upen hides. Just how it was done has always been
u

HIDE TARIFF CAUSES DECREASE OF SOLE-LEATHEE HXPORTS.

e conference

Under the baneful influence of the tariff of 15 cent on
catle hides our e.rsgrtn of sole leather have declined, despite the WJI
known fact that the use of leather shoes has 1nmased all over

world. In the year 1895, before the imposition of the m:esent tax~
our exports of sole leather were 45,364,349 pounds. During th
year mm}f June 30, 1908, exports of sole leather were only 31, 189 807
is a loss of more than 14,000,000 pounds, notwithstand-
g that the law now in force permits a drawhack of 99 per csnt of
the duty. Under the stilmulus of free hides Canada, Gel:~
many, and other countries have deveioped their tanning in ustries.
that to-day it would be hard enough for tanners of the United States to
compete for export trade, even with free access to the world's mar-
kets for raw material.

Boale-Teather exports.

Year. Pounds. Dollars.
1895 45,364,360 | 6,019,372
1596. 41,818,508 7,474,020
1897 o 38,384 314 6,510,404
1808_ 87,813,019 6,644,553
1809 37,120,012 6,280,904
1900 34,060,200 | 6,433,308
1901 85,180,266 6,577,732
1902 38,454,284 | 8,560,857
1908, 87,428,437 6,020,467
1904 36,830,717 | 6,078,407
1905 44,107,056 | 9,444,873
1906. | 40,548,767 | 8,186,279
1907 81,000,868 | 7,024,313
1908 31,180,807 | 6,508,950

FREE RAW MATERIAL VITAL TO LEATHER-TRADE EXPANSION.

the most leather and leather goods they have the smallest cattle and
hide supply. In the appendix m a{ be found tables showing the number
of eattle and other farm animals in the different countries of the world.

Horses, goats, sheep, and swine furnish material for leather making,
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but since the tariff only affects the hides of beef cattle, the argument
may be confined to that class.

The United States, with a population of 87,189,392, has 73,246,573
cattle. Argentina, with a population of 5,410,028, has 80,000,000 head
of cattle. Indeed, all the countries of South America combined haye a
population of oniy 41,116,094, while they have 72,334,623 head of
cattle. The supply of cattle in the United States is less than 1 for each
inhabitant, while in South America cattle are about 1} to each inhabi-
tant, and the per capita consumption of leather in the South American
countries Is very much smaller than in the United States. Only the
wealthy classes in Sonth America can afford to buy leather shoes for
themselves and leather harness for their horses.

Argentina, with her 6 head of cattle to each person and limited
domestic consumption of leather, has a surplus hide supply needed by
tanners of the United States for making shoes and other leather goods,
not only for domestic consumption, but to develop the export trade.
Unfortunately this raw material is diverted from our shores to the
free ports of Europe by a foolish tariff on hides. England, France, and
Germany combin have only 45,275,603 head of cattle, while their
combined population is 138,546,810. In other words, these countries
have less than 1 beef animal to every 3 persons. These nations are,
of course, highly civilized, and, hence, large consumers of leather. In
the United States, where the cattle supply is much greater in relation
to population (nearly 1 head of cattle to each inhabitant), our tan-
ners and shoe and harness manufacturers would have a natural ad-
vantage in competing for the world's trade in leather and leather goods
if the tariff of 15 per cent did not discourage the entry of hides into
our ports and make it easier for competing nations, with free raw
material, to eapture and hold a large share of the world's leather and
shoe industry.

All the great labor-saving and time-shortening inventions that have
revolutionized the manufacture of shoes are of American origin. The
production of leather and shoes has been carried to a high plane of
efficiency in the United States, but the domestic supply of hides and
skins is inadequate. 'The American ple would be compelled to import
shoes and other leather goods in large guantities If foreign material
were refused admission to our ports, thus closing many of our industries
and shoe, harness, and belting factories for lack of raw material. As
the case stands to-day their operations are greatly curtailed by the
duty on hides.

FREE HIDES WOULD PROTECT AMERICAN LABOR.

With free raw materlal America would lead the world in the produe-
tion of leather, shoes, and other leather Advocates of the polit-
ical theory of “ protection™ are rln.'one to be suspicious of every indus-
trial demand for free raw material, It is alleged, and with much truth,
that what is raw material to one industry is finished
other. For example, the growing of wool, the mining of minerals, and
the production of lumber are, to an extent, industries susceptible of
development and expansion under the fostering Influence of a pro-
tective tariff.

The radical difference between these commodities and hides seems
never to have been recognized by our national legislators. The slaugh-
ter of cattle in the United States is greater than the domestic demand
for beef, as is shown by the e;}wru of dressed and canned beef. On
the other hand, the supply of hides and skins that results incidentally
from the domestic slaughter is far too small to furnish raw material
for our tanneries.

Free hides would be a very substantial measure of protection to all
the industries connected with leather. No labor of consequence is ex-
pended upon hides by cattle raisers or butchers. A tremendous amount
of labor, however, is put upon hides and skins by tanmners, shoe manu-
facturers, and the men who make harness, belting, gloves, furniture
and the thousand and one articles consisting wholly or in rt of
leather, It is becoming more and more a vital question to the chaln of
leather industries how to insure adequate and unfailing supplies of
raw material. Imports of hides and skins into the United States
amount to about 400,000,000 pounds a year, valued at upward of

,000,000, Of dutiable eattle hides alone we Import annually about
20,000,000 worth. If we assume that the 140,000, pounds of heavy
cattle hides we Import yearly are dry and weigh 20 pounds each we
have an Importation of something like 7,000,000 hides, or more than
the total yearly slanghter at Chicago, Kansas City, 8t. Louls, and
Omaha, the prinecipal packing-house centers. Does anyone in his senses
suppose ttmtp a tarlff of 15 per cent on hides will ever cause farmers
to ralse this greater number of cattle, unless there is created a similar
ex-ganslon in the demand for ?
here are certaln fundamental points In this matter of the hide tariff
that should be impressed upon Congressmen and Senators.

Let us state them thus:

Virst. The total production of hides and skins the world over Is not
too much to supply the world’s requirements for leather.

Second. Leather is unique in that it has no substitute, and it can
not be made except from the skins of animals,

Third. The quantity of leather produced in the world is measured by
the number of hides and skins taken off and offered for tanners' use.

Fourth. The quantity of raw material beluf thus limited by natural
conditions, beyond the control of the leather industries, it follows that
for every hide that one nation is enabled to tan, other nations must tan
one less. Any tax that diverts raw material for making leather away
from our shores is surely playing into the hands of the tanners and shoe
manunfacturers of foreign countries. 1t is protecting the labor of Eng-
land, France, and Germany, and discriminating against the labor of the
United States.

Since this method of stating the free-hide position may not at first
glance be understood, it may be well to explain what is meant when we
say that the hide tariff protects foreign labor. But?gose a  hundred
new tanneries and shoe factories were to be built in t country, what
would be the effect? The competition to buy hides and skins would be
greater, but the quantity offe: would not be Increased, except as more
raw material could be imported. If more hides and skins were to come
into this country, the result would be that smaller quantities of leather
would be tanned abroad and our domestic and export trade in leather
and leather goods would be enlarged.

FARMERS NOT BENEFITED BY THE HIDE TAX,

1t is evident to those who investigate the matter that there Is an
attem tr.h to ﬁzmke the farmer a cat's paw to drag others’ tariff chestnuts
out o e fire.

roduct to an-

Since it mngehe made to appear that the tariff on hides affords some
protection or beneflt to the farmer, it becomes necessary to consider that
the farmer leads all other classes of citizens in the consumption of
leather. Any tanner will testify that Texas consumes more harness
leather than any other State in the Union, and everyone knows that
farm work is especially destructive of shoe leather.

The farmer gets no increase In the price of the beeves he sells by
reason of the tax on hides, The tariff, therefore, offers only a visionary
benefit to the farmer to compensate for an actual injury in the form
of higher prices for shoe and harness leather.

Admltt[ngéstor argument’'s sake, that the farmer, by reason of the
tariff on hides, recelves a higher price for his cattle, still the reduction
in price of the shoes, harness, and other articles made of leather
cheapened by reason of the removal of the tariff on hides, would be of
far greater consequence to him than any increase of price on his cattle
by reason of the tariff. This argument may be extended further by
taking into consideration the benefits of lower prices of shoes, harness,
etc., to the laborer, and we would have a vast army of beneficlaries
as against a few large cattle ralsers who receive an imaginary benefit,
and a still smaller number of packers who receive it in reality.

Cattle and hide prices are publisked every day In Chicago, and are
thus a matter of record. Elaborate tables demonstrate that the higher
or lower rates pald for hides have no relation to the prices pald for
cattle on the hoof. It frequently happens that hides advance just at
the time that beeves are declining. Cattle prices are regulated by the
demand for beef for food and the supply offered at the several stock
yards. Hides fluctuate in response to the demands of tanners for raw
material to make leather. Beef is perishable, and can only be held for
a limited time, and then under great expense for refrigeration. Hides,
after being salted, can be stored for several years, if necessary. In
1895—two years before the hide tax was imposed—the packers paid
from $6 to $6.40 J)er 100 pounds for native steers on the hoof at the
Chicago stock yards. During that gear native steer hides were sold by
the packers at from 7% cents to 13} cents, the latter rate only being
realized during a few weeks in the year. In 1908 we find native steers
on the hoof selling at from $5.30 to $6.65 J:er 100 pounds, while native
steer hides are Dbringing 16 cents a pound. Thege examples could be
multiplied, showing that the farmer does not get the benefit of any
higher prices the packers may obtain for their hides.

%ldes are not strictly a farm product. Farmers shear and sell their
own wool, and the sheep ean be turned out to raise more wool for the
next shearing. The beef animal grows but one hide, and that is not
]t)ukfn off by the farmer, but becomes a by-product of the butchering

usiness.

There Is a duty on live cattle imported. Clause 218 of Schedule G
of the present revenue law reads thus:

“ Cattle, if less than 1 year old, $2 %er head ; all other cattle, if
valued at not more than $14 per head, $3.75 per head; If valued at
more than $14 per head, 27§ per cent ad valorem."

Although the domestic supply of hides and skins is far too small to
furnish raw material for making leather, there is no scarcity of cattle
in the country, as gau by the consumptive demand for beef for food.
This is demonstrated by the exports of cattle on the hoof. The Year-
book of the Department of Agriculture for 1907 gives this table:

Imports and exports of live cattle, with average prices, 1892-1907.

Imports. Exports.
Year ending June | ~

30— Average Average
Number.| Value. | import |Number.| Value. | export
price. price.
7,466 8 | 394,607 (335,000,005 .95
"45.882 'E'.sv 987,004 | 26,082,428 0.
18,704 11.75 | 850,278 | 23,461,022 93.14
765,853 5.11 | 331,722 | 30,603,706 02.26
1,500,856 6.98 | 872,461 | 34,500,672 92,70
2,589,857 7.87 | 302,190 | 86,357,451 92.70
2,013,223 9.99 | 430,255 | 87,827,500 86,12
2,520,362 11.62 | 889,490 | 30,518,533 78.35
2,257,604 12.47 | 897,286 | 30,635,153 77.11
1,081,433 | 13.23 | 459,218 | 47,566,980 81.81
1,608,722 16.75 | 892,884 | 20,002,212 76.11
1,161,648 17.65 | 402,178 | 290,848,986 74.22
810,737 9.85 | 508,400 | 42,256,201 71.21
458,572 16.48 | 567,806 | 40,508,048 .50
548,430 18.90 | 584,230 | 42,081,170 72,08
565,122 17.44 | 428,051 | 84,577,302 B1.73

The small imports of live cattle each year are for breeding purposes
and to improve the quality and quantity of beef produced or to raisec
the standard of stock for dairy purposes.

PROTECTION TO AMERICAN CATTLE RAISING.

It is impossible for anyone to prove that stockmen and farmers realize
more money for their cattle because of the duty on hides, but assuming,
for the sake of the argument, that the tariff does increase the value of
the hides on the backs of all the steers, bulls, and cows on the plains and
farms, the real element of * protection ' still is absent. The consumers
of both beef and leather, of course, Fé‘eaug outnumber the producers of
cattle and hides. To justify the tarilf on hides it must be demonstrated
that the effect of it is to foster, increase, and develop an industry that
otherwise would lan because of the imports. Even at the high
rates now ruling hides constitute but one-tenth of the value of the
animals from whose backs they are taken. To produce a $9 hide It is
necessary to raise an-animal worth $100. Under these circumstances it
i8 not possible to increase the number of cattle raised by putting a pre-
mium on the hide. There is no scarcity of beef. Cattlemen find if they
ship large quantities of beeves to the stock yards that prices immediately
are lowered. If the Unlted States were a country im?ortlng great quan-
titles of bheef, then some measure of * protection ” or bounty would have
the effect of keeping out foreign competition, thus enabling the Ameri-
can stockman and farmer to increase the production of cattle.
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The making of hides is not an industry to which the poliey of * pro-
tection ™ can be applied. No one is en in the manufacture of
hides. They are an incidental product of the butchering business.
Cattle can not be raised for their hides, but are bought on hoof by
the packers and butchers under the operation of the law of supply and
demand caused by the su;)piy of cattle for slaughter and the demand
for beef for consumption for food. Hides and the other by-products of
the beef industry are marketed to the best advant by the ers,
each article being subject to peculiar conditions. It frequently happens
that the supply of live cattle is large and the demand for beef is not
very heavy at the very time that hides or other subsidiary products of
cattle are in active demand at high prices, but that fact does not in-
crease the production of hides one jota, because in this country not an
animal is ever slaughtered for its hide alone. It is Impossible by put-
ing a tariff on a minor product of the meat and provision business to
furnish protection to men who raise cattle thousands of miles away on
the western ranges. Statistics covering a period of years show that at
the times when hides have brought the highest prices cattle on the hoof
have sold at the lowest prices. Cattle are ralsed in vast herds by large
corporations, and it would seem that sufficient protection to the live-
stock industry is furnished by the Government in the form of free grasz-
Ing lands and a tariff on the importation of live cattle from Mexico
and other foreign countries.

In any case it is inevitable that the United States will have to face
the problem of a foreign meat, as 'vell as hide and skin, supply sooner
or later. The ranges gradually are being taken up and are producing
more wealth than before. Intensive farming now is in order. Farmers,
of course, will continue to raise a certain proportion of eattle, but the
glreat ranges of free grazing land must give way to more profitable uses.
None of the great comm nations is able to raise enough raw
material to keep its tanneries and shoe and harness factories em-

loyed. As our country devel it is certain that we shall have to

rpend more and more upon semicivilized natlons for hides and
gkins for making leather.

CATTTLE AND HIDE PRICES.

In the afpendix are tables glvin; the receipts, slaughter, and prices
on the hoof for live cattle at Chieago, together with the quotations for
hides. It will be seen that live beeves brought about 2 cents more per
pound during 1907 than in 1896, just before the tariff of 15 cent
ra% put t\;pon hides. Hide prices, on the other hand, advan from 5
o cents.
A careful study of these tables will show that the prices obtained for
tl:thldea;I b_'; the big packers do not affect the rates they pay for cattle on
e hoof.

WORLD'S HIDE BUPPLY DECREASING.

In recent years the relatively lessened supply of hides as a world's
commodity has become apparent. Of course, more hides are taken off
in the world than twelve years ago, but the increase is not in propor-
tion to the expansion of population. This is lained by the fact, pat-
ent to all, that the world is demand more leather w{dle consuming
proportionately less beef. This condition is mﬂ{w:tnderstood when It is
remembered that there are many substitutes for for food, but prae-
tically no substitute for leather. If cattle breeding were to cease en-
tirely and the bovine race were to become extinet, the people could be
well fed with other foods. On the other hand, there wm.tld‘I be extreme
difficulty in fi raw material of which to make sole, upper, harness
belting, furniture, and automobile leather. The government census of
farm animals taken as of Janu 1 each year shows that there were
fewer cattle Ef 1,267,000 head January, 1908, than in 1907. AMean-
while the population of the country is a million and a half greater each
year,

The supremacy of the United States In tann was largely owing to
the vast tracts of hemlock trees that tollowedmsthe great A{:ps]acﬁian
Mountains through New York and Pennsylvania to the South. The
hemlock tree only grows in Canada and the United States, so that hem-
ock-tanned sole leather I8 essentially an Amerlcan product. But the
supply of hemlock bark is rapidly becoming exhausted, and our tanners
now are without the t advantage of cheap tanning material
Chrome, quebrache, cutch, gambier, sumae, and many other foreign
tanning nts are now used by American ers because the pre-
viously unfailing supply of our nitive tannins is becoming exhausteg.

The continued expansion of production of leather, shoes, harness, and
other leather in the United States is dependent upon obtaining
supplies of raw material from fore countries. Imports of cattle
hides are decreasing because of the obmoxious tax. During 1899, nine
years ago, imports of dutiable cattle hides were 130,396,020 pounds,
against 98,353,249 pounds durlnﬁ the fiscal g&l‘ ended June, 1908.
Here is a loss in nine years of 32,042,771 pounds. With our cattle sup-
ply decreasing because of the lessened demand for beef and our im-

rts of beef hides decreasing because of the tariff, it is apparent that
he great leather and shoe industries in this country are facing an

ciency of raw material which can only be remedled by placing
hides on the free list.

HIDES ARE A WORLD'S COMMODITY.

Iides, llke wheat, are a world's commodity. They are taken off the
backs of animals every day in the year and in almost every city and
town in the world. In the leading commercial and manufacturing na-
tions the production of leather for domestic consumption and export re-

uires many more hides and skins than remlt.!nc{denta!lﬁ from the cat-

¢ slanghtered for food. The international movement of hides and skins
is shown bty tables reproduced from the Yearbook of the United States
Pepartment of Agrieniture for 1907. A study of these tables will show
remarkable facts that are little understood.

The total exports of hides and skins from all the ports of the world
amounted in 1906 to 1,570,003,744 pounds. Of this fremendous guan-
tity of raw material, despite the tariff on cattle hides, the United States
Imported 370,983,815 pounds. It thus appears that st one-fourth
of all the hides and skins throughout the world come Into
this country.

During the year 1906 Germany Imported 367,082,005 pounds of hides
and skins, which at first glance is only about 3,000,000 pounds less
than the United Btates, but during the same year Germany exported
119.3&!2.67! pounds, thus leaving for comsumption only .{48,3?9,881
poun

Exports of hides and skins from the United States during 1906 were
15,396,806 pounds, which, deduced from the imports of 370,983,815
pounds, would leave for consumption In this country 355,687,009
pounds, thus showing that the tanners of the United States lead the
next largest tanning nation by 107,207,678 pounds annually in the use
of foreign hides and skins.

Belgiom is an important factor in the distribution of hides and skins,
1al_;gely throu&;sh her port of Antwerp. Her imports in 1906 were 142,-
187,407 pounds, but her eﬁﬁorts during the same period were 102,400,208
pounds, showing that while Belgium is an Important trading nation
she does not re 1 in tanning.

also a large m;mrter of hides, takiu§ 122,808,432
unds in 1908, but her exports that year were 69,195,195 pounds,
eaving imports for actual consumption only 53,703,237 pounds.
All the commerclal nations export as well as Import hides and
skins, and this important fact should not be lost sight of in endeavor-
In%to estimate the world’s supply of raw material for tanning.
ides, being a  world’s cammodjltf. are, like wheat, influenced in
Erice by International conditions. erchandise naturaily fiows to the
ighest market. There is what may be called a world's level of values
in hides and skins. When for any reason hides accumulate and decline
in price in any country, the market is relleved by exports. Similarly,
if hides and skins are advanced in price in any market above the world's
level of values, imports are increased until the Inequality is corrected.

The hide tax yields no revenue of consequence to the Government, and
yet the injury it does to the grow export traffic in leather, shoes,
and other leather goods is of serious importance.

HIDE TARIFF DECEEASES USE OF CATTLE HIDES.

The alleged pu of the tariff on hides imposed in 1897 was to in-
crease the demand for and price of domestic cattle hides so that the
farmer might be benefited.

During fiscal 1808, the first year after the imposition of the
hide tax, imports of dutiable hides were 126,243,595 pounds. In 1908
ten gows later, imports were only 98,353,249 pounds—a decrease of
27,800,346 pounds ten years, motwithstanding the great growth of
the coun during that decade.

. During 1908 imports of nondutiable hides and skins were 184,411,676

unds. In 1808 imports of hides and skins free of duty were 119,-

31,021 pounds—an increase in ten years of 64,880,655 pounds.

Here is a demonstration of the fact that tanners of the United States
have decreased their comsumption of cattle hides because of the duty,
while using more horse hides, goatskins, calf and kip skins and other
raw materials that are admitted free of duty. The reduction of im-
ports of cattle hides caused by the tariff does not inure to the benefit
of the stockman and farmer, but cause a curtailment in the production
of the kinds of leather made from dutiable hides.

These tables give the figures:

Imports of dutiable cattle hides.

Average
Year. Pounds. Dollars. per pound.

Cents.
1808. 126,243,595 | 13,624,099 © 10,79
1008, 08,358,249 | 12,044,435 1224
Decrease. 27,800,316 | 1,580,664 | . _______

Imports of free hides and skins.

Average
Year. Pounds. Dollars. peEp 1.

Oents.
1808, 119,531,021 | 23,443,043 19.61
1908 184,411,676 | 42,725,701 23.16
Increase 64,880,655 | 19,281,758 | _______

These tables show that dutiable hides inereased in value from 1898 to

1008 14

Hi ty increased in walue about 18 per cent in the same
time, while the imports in quan increased 50 per cent.

No doubt, if hides were on the list there would be world demand
for them and the prices would be higher, as during the panie the duti-
able hides declined from 50 to 70 per cent in value, and we exported a
great many hides on account of being the lowest market in the world.

The free-of-duty hides only declined about 15 to 20 per cent, for the
reason that tanners knew that they could sell the leather in the
markets of the world and their hides did not cost them any more than
the tanners of other countries, which has a tendency to hold prices
steadier and higher.

WHAT THE GOVERNMENT DOES FOR THE FARMERS.

The tariff of 15 per cent on ecattle hides that works such injury to
the great leather and shoe trades is defended on the hypothesis that it
benefits the farmer. In other articles facts and figures are adduced
showing that the hide tax does mothi for the farmer., Packers and
bu s are t_lm. only beneficiaries. But assuming that the government
that “ protects " manufacturing by a tarif should help the farmer, it
may be well to consider the facts.

HIDE TARIFF NOT A REVENUE PRODUCER.

There are only two reasons for the imposition of a tariff—it must be
shown that a dultx’h either is intended to produce revenue for the Govern-
ment or to furn ‘* protection " to some struggling industry. Imports
of hides and skins of all kinds, dutiable and free, for the fiscal year of
the Government ending June 30, 1908, were 282,764,925 pounds, valued
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at $54,777,136. Of this lnrge importation only 98,353,249 pounds,
valued at 512,044.435, were dutiable. It thus appears that less than
one-quarter of the total imports of hides and skins, as measured in dol-
lars, pay an import dut{. To make this point clear it should be under-
stood that the duty only is charged upon hides of adult cattle. Calf
and kip skins as well as goatskins, sheepskins, horse hides, ete, are ad-
mitted duty free. There is a drawback clause in the revenue faw that

{lrovldea for a refund of the duty Imld if subsequently exported. Sec-
on 30, known as the * drawback clause,” is as follows:

“That where imported materials on which duties have been paid are
used in the manufacture of articles manufactured or produ in the

United States, there shall be allowed on the exlportstlon of such articles
a drawback equal in amount to the duties paid on the materials used,
less 1 per cent of such duties: Provided, That when the articles ex-
ported are made in part from domestic materials the imported materials,
or the parts of the articles made from such materials, shall so appear in
the completed articles that the quantity or measure thereof may be as-
certaineg : And provided further, That the drawback on any article al-
lowed under existing law shall be continued at the rate herein provided.
That the imported materials used in the manufacture or production of
articles entitled to drawback of customs duties when exported shall, in
all cases where drawback of duties paid on such materials is claimed,
be identified, the quantity of such materials used and the amount of
duties paid thercon shall be ascertained, and facts of the manufacture
or production of such articles in the United States and their exporta-
tion therefrom shall be determined, and the drawback due thereon shall
be paid to the manufacturer, producer, or expoiter, to the agent of
either or to the person to whom such manufacturer, producer, exporter,
or agent shall in writing order such drawback paid, under such regula-
tions as the Secretar{l of the Treasury shall prescribe.”

The duty paid on hides and skins ranges from §1,500,000 to $3,000,
000 annually. The drawback refund ranges from $500,000 to $900,000
annually, f:‘. we take an average of five geﬂrs, 1903 to 1907, inclusive,
we find the total amount of duty pald on hides was 312,624,579.
Drawbacks for the same five years were $3,512.604, ing a net
revenue resulting from five years of $9,111,875. It thus nﬂpears that
the total revenue of the Government from the hide tariff not more
than $1,500,000 annnally.

Duty, drawcback, and net revenue on cattle hides for five years.

Year. Duty paid. | Drawback. T"t;’mr_""'

115,890.04 7,386,583 | $2,207,004.11

it 'g: V521, ,m.:m 2.600,528.72
| 2,185,881. 5665,514.99 | 1,619,805.54

631,443.91 900, 283,57

724,256.21 1,603,192.63

Total 12,624,579.70 | 3,512,604.33 | 9,111,875.37

DUTY ON LEATHER.

There is o reduction of 5 to 30 per cent on the following class of
leather and leather articles: Band and sole leather, from 20 per cent
ad valorem to 5 per cent ad valorem, Upper leather, calf skins, cha-
mols skins, kangarco, sheep and goat skins, and other leather not pro-
vided for, from 20 per cent to 15 per cent ad valorem. Patent leather,
weighing not over 10 pounds per dozen skins, from 30 cents per pound
and 20 per cent ad valorem; welghing over 10 pounds and not over 25
pounds per dozen, from 30 cents per é:oound aad 10 per cent ad valo-
rem ; weig over 25 pounds, from Z0 cents per dozen and 20 cents
per pound and 10 per cent ad valorem, all to 20 per cent ad valorem;
pianoforte leather, from 35 per cent ad valorem to 20 per cent ad
valorem ; boots and shoes, from 25 per cent ad valorem to 15 per cent
ad valorem: shoe laces, from 50 cents per gross and 20 per cent ad
valorem to 15 per cent ad valorem ; leather cut into shoe uppers, ete.,
from 35 to 30 per cent ad valorem ; all other manufactures of leather,
from 35 per cent ad valorem to 30 per cent ad valorem, of which the
American people consume about $700,000,000 worth, the average will
be about 10 per cent. or a reduction of $70,000,000, which the leather
manufacturers are willing to give up for a difference of 15 per cent on
the hides; total production of which is $70,000,000 dutiable, or a total
of £10,000,000, he consumers of leather are getting §7 saving, where
the sellers of hides are losing a dollar on a hide.

Book of Estimated Revenues, Schedule N, pages 113, 114, gives the
importation of leather and the amount of duty collected, but does not
close the subject showing that there was a reduction in the duty on
heavy leather and leather goods made out of dutiable hides, but connects

loves with it, and on page 119 closes in the grand total, showing that

ere is an advance from 34.25 to 39.9 per cent in the Pm sed bill.

It Is an ust and untrue statement to the heavy-leather boot and
ghoe manufacturers and tanners committee, as they attach to this state-
ment the duty on gloves, which has nothing to do with the other class
of leather, and no doubt intends to carr{ and impress one that there
is an increased duty on leather made out of dutiable hides. The fact
of the matter is that this is entirely on gloves, and we should not carry
the burden of the outrageous increase of tariff in the glove schedule.

The fact is heavy leather is reduced more than hides in value.

Hides in 1888 to 1892 sold as low in Chicago as 41 cents, and ad-
vanced to 10 cents a pound in 1896 and went up as high as 14 cents,
and declined last year in panic to 6 cents a pound for No. 1 buffs,
to-day are 113 cents a pound. ;

HOW HIDE DUTY WORKS.

In the tariff hcarlnfn, Cowan, as attorney for the cattle ralsers,
should be attorney for the packers, with the stand that he takes on the
hide question. Not a slnf!e argument does he present which would
show qthat hides would sell for less money if we had no tarlff act, as
he does show that calfskins, which were on the free list, have advanced
more than hides which were dutiable.

As there Is produced, according to his figures, about 14,000,000 of
hides, the fact is that about 80 per cent of the value of these hides
consists of the large four, so-

is sold by the packers, which no onlg
ealled, but which also control the different slanghterhouses in the
different large cities of the Union,

Texas heavy steer hide, marketed about December, 1908, by the
acker, welghing on an average about 80 pounds, would bring about
E;a. A hide taken off by a farmer in Texas and drled would average

abont 15 pounds and sell for 17 cents a pound, or brinﬁxnbout $2.55,
which pla shows that every statement he makes is misleading in a

wWay. .

E‘ie also claims that the farmer gets the benefit of the 15 per cent,
and if the 15 per cent raised the price on hides In this country to that
extent, claiming that these advances entirely go to the farmer and
not to the packer, which is untrue, and if it was true, as we sell about
sixty to seventy milllon dollars' worth of hides, it would Increase the
value of about $10,000,000,

The reduction, claiming that the farmer gets this and that the
tanner loses out in this gzgt, which is untrue, as there has never been
a time where there has n a 15 per cent margin in the tanning busl-
ness, but he does not get credit for 10 Ber cent cut on boots and shoes,
of which the people use $320,000,000 worth, and which gives the
farmer, using the same argument, which, of course, ls untrue,
$32,000,000 more if the tarlff was not reduced the 10 per cent.

We use, on the average per cnj)lta, about $4 worth of shoes and pro-
duce nbout 756 cents worth of hides.

There I8 not a State in the Unlon where the people of that State, on
the whole, would not receive a large benefit If the tﬂlty i8 removed from
hides, and it wounld give them an opportunity to buy their leather as
cheap as the foreigner and also giving the cattle feeder who exported
his cattle alive an opportun!tg to get more for his cattle than he does
now, as on every head of 500,000 cattle now exported with the hides
on, the hide sells in the forelgn market for 15 per cent less than it does
at home, which no doubt would be a loss of $2.40, and as we export
500,000 head it would be a direct loss to the farmers of this country.
As it Is now, about one and a quarter to one and a half million dollars,
which difference goes entirely into the pockets of the packers and
dressers of American beef.

As the farmer of Jowa can not buy the leather made from the hide
of his steer, tanned by American labor, as cheap as the farmer of Eng-
land, and this is the protection of the American farmer under the
IMngley bill.

In 1888 to 1892 the low price of hides at Chicago was about 4} cents;
in 1896 they went to 10 cents; neither was it the Democratic panic nor
Be{mblican prosperity that changed the price to any great extent.

insert a letter from the Bureau of Animal Industry, which is ab-
solutely misleading, as, if he wants to make a correct statement, he
should show the walue of all the hides sold by the ﬁacker large and
small, and the value sold direct by the farmer; and if this could be
obtained, I am satlsfied that he would show about 80 per cent of the
dutiable hides in value sold by the packer and about only 20 per cent
by the farmer direct as the finished product, and I challenge anyone to
deny this statement.

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE,
March 2§, 1909.
Mr. CaarLes H. WEISSE,
House of Representatives:

Regret that neither Bureau of Animal Industry nor Bureau of Sta-
tistics ean give information desired. can give exact figures only of
meat inspection. During 1908 there were slaughtered under inspection
7.249,837 adult cattle, 1,918,343 calves, practically all at packing
houses. Other slaughter by butchers, farmers, and a few packers
roughly estimated as 6,000,000 cattle, 3,500,000 calves.

Census figures show average weight of hides about 56 pounda.
Market quotation by trade journal show average Chicago price, 1908,
packer hides about 11.6 cents pound, country hides, 9.9 cents.

A, D. MeLVIN,
Chief, Bureau of Animal Industry.

MORE LEATHER, LESS CATTLE.

January 1, 1892, five years before the tariff was put upon hides, ths
number of beef cattle in the country, according to the United States
Government census, was 54,087,500 head. January 1, 1908, by the same
aunthority, the number of cattle was 71,267,000—an increase in sixteen
years of only 17,199,410 head. .

The population of the United States in 1802 was 62,622,250, In 1908
we have a population of 86,000,000—an increase of 24,000,000,

It thus appears that the growth of population is greater than the

owth of cattle raising. In 1807, when the tax was g&:t upon hides,
ﬁ;e exports of fresh. canned, and dried beef were 413,068,000 pounds,
valued at $30,907.877. During the fiscal gvenr 1908 exports of beef
were 272,426,630 pounds, valued at $26,126,102—a decrease in eleven
years of 140,641,451 pounds, valued at $14,781,775. These facts are
adduced to show that the kill of cattle is not keeping pace with the
demand for leather for shoes, harness, belting, furniture, and automo-
bile leather. The United States cattle census for forty-two years may
be found on another page. This table gives the packer slaughter for
twenty-two years:

Blaughter at four points for twenty-two ypears.

Kansas 8t.

Chicago. City. Tionis: Omaha, | Total.
1836. 1,259,000 | 120,000 | 165,000 | 71,000 | 1,615,000
ARRF ey ee---| 1,501,000 | 18,000 | 211,000 [ 134,000 | 2,862,000
1588 11,643,000 ([ 374,000 | 187,000 | 84,000 | 2,048,000
1880, 1,763,000 476,000 | 210,000 | 239,000 | 2,688,000
1800. 2,924,000 | 540,000 | 277,000 | 322,000 | 8,873,000
1891 4 2,184,000 | 532,000 | 315,000 | 325,000 | 3,356,000
1802 2,450,000 | 069,000 | 336,000 | 456,000 | 3,911,000
T P SRR 2,233,000 | 899,000 | 429,000 | 543,000 | 4,104,000
1504 4 2.%.0@0 925,000 | 492,000 | 518,000 | 3,950,000
1895 1,808,000 894,000 | 570,000 | 314,000 | 8,500,000
1806, 1,782,000 B95,000 | 605,000 | 345,000 | 8,627,000
T T mmmmmmmacecessaed 1,711,000 | 042,000 | 505,000 | 462,000 | 8,711,000
1808 1,615,000 | 907,000 | 541,000 | 400,000 | 8,553,000
1899, 4 1,702,000 998,000 | 542,000 | 519,000 | 8,756,000
1000, .- —.o AR LR R RS 1,704,000 | 1,116,000 | 500,000 | 553,000 | 4,053,000
1901 2,000,000 | 1,195,000 | 717,000 | 579,000 | 4,401,000
1902 - 2,081,000 | 1,108,000 | 839,000 | 646,000 | 4,619,000
1903 2,163,000 | 1,029,000 | 871,000 | 770,000 | 4,833,000
1904 o ceneiummnnnanannnnanasans 1,983,000 | 1,025,000 | 911,000 | 683,000 | 4,553,000
1905 2,000,000 | 1,267,000 | 877,000 | 882,000 | 4,826,000
1906, 1,076,000 | 1,347,000 | 922,000 | 748,000 | 4,098,000
1907 .| 1,858,000 | 1,264,000 | 897,000 | 797,000 | 4,811,000
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THE POPULATION PROBLEM.

At the conference of governors called by President Roosevelt and
held in Washington it was predicted that the population of the United
States in 1950 will be more than 200,000,000. Some writers are asking
how the human race will be supplied with food and other necessities
of life when the sparsely occupled areas of the world are populated
and no longer have surplus raw material to export? At the present
ratio of consumption the populous nations are becoming more and more
dependent upon imports for wool, lumber, beef, hides, furs, and even
wheat. James J. Hill estimates that in twenty years we shall be a
wheat Importing nation, havin% lpassed from a nation that helps to
feed the world to one that must import food to sustain life.

This point already has been reached in respect of hides and skins.
The imports vary, but we have imported as much as $83,000,000 worth
of hides and skins in a year. As civilization advances it becomes
necessary to penetrate farther and farther into the semicivilized and
barbarous countries in search of raw material to clothe, feed, and
house the people. The domestic BEFDIE of hides and skins is hopelessly
inadequate and imports are vital to keep our tanneries and shoe fac-
tories running. nder these circumstances the follf of imposing a
tariff on hides is apparent. Fn:dyenrs past the most Inaccessible parts
of the world have en search for hides and skins. Increas de-
mand and relatively lessened su‘gﬂly have caused prices to advance In
all the markets of the world. e raw-material problem is becoming
acute for the tanning and leather-consuming industries. For twelve
years we have been heavily handicapped by an obnoxious tarift of 15
ger cent on hides of cattle that discourages the Importation of hides
rom South America and other countries, and enables the fackers to
charge more for their hides than they otherwise could exact.

RECIPROCITY THE REAL BASIS OF TRADE.

In the early years of the Nation imports exceeded rts and * pro-
tection ” was designed to enable the development of the country's in-
dustries. This has been accomplished so successfully that our exports
now exceed our imports b, rom $500,0060,000 to $600,000,000 an-
nually. Trade is only bartering with money as the medium of ex-
change. It Is axiomatic that the benefits of trade must be mutual or
it will not long endure. As a nation we can not Indefinitely continune
gelling more than we buy. The balance will be forced either by larger
ifmports or smaller exports. Already our Industries are feeling the
effect of retaliatory tariffs Imposed by nations whose products we
keep out by our badly devised tariff system.

It Is admitted that the present revenue law needs revision. Every
item on the dutiable list will be on trial. Since the continuance and
further development of our export frade depend upon our reciprocal
purchase of larger quantities of foreign merchandise, wise states-
manship would suggest that the tariff should be taken off articles that
we need but can not produce In sufficient quantities at home. Hides
were free for twenty-five years prior to the enactment of the present
law twelve years ago. The hide tariff is an experiment in revenue
legislation that is economiecally unszound. The Inadequacy of the
domestic supply of hldes Is so great {hat there I8 no possibility of in-
creasing the domestlie slaughter of cattle to an extent that would dis-
courage the Imports of hldes and skins necded to keep our industries
employed.

BEEF TRUST MONOPOLIZING THE TANNING INDUSTRY.

Since the impositlon of a tariff of 15 per cent on cattle hides nearly
twelve years ago there have been developments in the tanning In-
dustry that have radically changed the complexion of affairs,. In
recent years the big packers (sometimes called the beef trust) have
extensively engaged In the tanning business, Swift & Co., Armour &
Co., Nelson Morris & Co., and even some of the smaller packing firms
are tanning a considerable proportion of the hides taken off the cattle
they slaughter.

When tanners approach the packers to buy hides they frequently are
told that ** we have no hides to offer.” hen natural conditions of
supply and demand tend to cause hides to decline, the packers send
the surplus to their own tanneries, and thus sustain the prices they
quote to independent tanners. The tanning Industry is thus between
two fires. On the one hand Is a tariff of 15 Eer cent on Imported cattle
hides, while on the other are the packers, who monopolize the domestie
slaughter of cattle and are refusing to sell their hides except at ex-
treme prices, and even then only in limited quantities, because of their
own extensive tanning operations.

Tanners of heavy hides and the shoe, harness, belting, furniture, and
automeobile manufacturers, who require quantities of the leather made
from such hides, with perfect propriety grotest agalnst the tariff of
15 per cent on imported hides of cattle that enables the great pack-
ing firms to obtain a monopoly of the tanning business.

WHY CALF AND KIP SKINS ARE FREE OF DUTY.

When the present revenue law went into effect In June, 1807, the
Treasury Department, through its board of general appralsers, held
that caif and kip skins were dutiable as hides of cattle and not free
as skins. The tanners of calf and kip paid the duty under protest, and
in September, 1898, a hearing was granted tanners at the office of the
collector of the port of Chicago. ssistant Secretary of the Treasury
W. B. Howell listened to the arguments of those present, and upon
his return to Washington Issued the followilng clrecular, since which
time calf and kip skins have been admitted duty free. Following is

the circular:
[Circular No. 173.]
CLASSIFICATION OF CALFSKINS AND HIDES.
TREASURY DEPARTMENT, September £3, 1898,
To eollectors and other officers of the customs:

In G. A. 4052 the Board of General Appraisers held that raw calfskins
are not dutiable as * hides of cattle " under paragraph 437 of the tariff

‘act of July 24, 1897, but are free of duty under the provisions in para-

graph ( for *skins of all kinds, raw (except sheepskins with the

wool on).” Theg found as a fact that *“the term ‘hides’ in trade
e

covers skins of the larger animals weighing 25 pounds and over, while
the term used in trade to describe the skin of a calf is 'a calfskin '
welghing 25 pounds or under, and that the dividing line between dried
skins and dried hides is 12 pounds—that is to say, dried hides weigh
12 ‘goum'ls and over, while dried calfskins weigh 12 pounds and under."

hile the department concurred in the decision that calfskins were
not dutiable as cattle hides, it desired to have the question of the
line of demarcation as to weights between skins and hides further con-

sidered, and therefore instructed custom officers to make up another
case to submit of having the matter reviewed by the courts deemed
advisahle. After a further hearing the board found as a fact, in G. A.
4215, “ that commercially the dividing line between raw cowhides and

calfsking in weight is 25 pounds, the term ‘calfskins’ Including all so-

called ‘ hides’ or ‘skins' which weigh less than 25 pounds. en dry

the dividing line Is 12 pounds, and all weighing 12 pounds being com-

‘nlllelll-idnly' known as ‘skins’ and all weighing 12 pounds or over as
e

In order that this question might be further reviewed, the depart-
ment directed an appeal from this decision to the circnit court, and on
the recommendation of the conference of local appraisers recently held
in New York adopted a table of weights, which are promulgated cir-
cular 165, of August 27, 1898, to followed by customs officers in
classlftilng skins and hides.

At the request of tanners and shoe manufacturers the department has
further considered the subject and carefully reviewed the testimony
taken by the Board of General Appraisers, which was substantially
unanimous in fixing 25 pounds as the dividing line between hides and
skins in a green, or wet condition and 12 pounds when dry. The coun-
sel for the Treasury Department In cases before the Board of General
Appraisers, reports that he thinks no trade testimony can be obtained
to controvert the dividing line as decided by the board.

The department concludes, therefore, to accept 25 pounds in weight
as the dividing line between calfskins and hides when green salted, and
12 pounds as the dividing line between dry hides and skins. You will
be governed accordingly, and hereafter assess duty as hides on such
skins weighing 25 pounds or over and 12 pounds or over, respectively.

Circular No. 165 is hereby revoked.

W. B. HoweLL, Assistant Secretary.

USES OF LEATHER MADE FROM CATTLE HIDES.

Hides that are taken from the backs of beef cattle are used for mak-
ing sole, upper, harness, belting, furniture, upholstery, automobile, and
ba% and strap leather.

t Is sometimes made to appear that cattle hides are not used for
the uppers of shoes. In a debate in Congress this {enr a Member from
Ohio made such a statement. He probably would be astonished to
learn that many of the largest tanneries in the country are devoted
exclusively to making cowhide upper leather.

Harness leather never is tanned from anything but cattle hides, and,
as everyone knows, the farmers are the largest consumers of harness
and saddlery.

FXPORTS OF SHOES.

Notwithstanding the tarif on hides the United States iz enabled to
export considerable quantites of shoes. The growth of the foreign .,
trade in footwear is a demonstration of the efficiency of our manu-
facturers and workmen. BShoe operatives received larger wiges than in
another country, but still the labor cost of American-made shoes is less.

The tariff of 15 per cent on cattle hides is a deterrent force, but thus
far it has not been powerful enoag}!:] to stop the exports of shoes. Dur-
ing the past few years, however, %la.ud, France, and Germany, under
the stimulus of free hides and awvalling themselves of our hide-tariff
handieap, are competing successfully for the export trade in shoes.

It has been found impossible to obtain the drawback of duty on hides
based u]gun exports of shoes, for the reason that seven or eight different
kinds of leather are almost invariably comprised in a single shoe and
there are no means of identifying the leather made from imported duti-
able hides.

Eaxports of boots and shoes.

Year. Pairs. Dollars.
I e h kv et e m e s 1,086,235 1,436,085
1,224,484 1,708,224
1,807,081 1,816,528
1,934,277 2,711,385
3,016,720 4,276,058
3,492,041 5,526,290
3,066,766 6,182,008
4,107,566 6,665,017
4,642,581 7,258,040
5,915,600 | 8,067,007
5,672,249 9,142,748
5,833,014 | 10,668,040
6,552,412 | 11,469,559

HIDES, LEATHER, BOOTS AND BHOES, AND THE TARIFF.

[By A. Augustus Healy, vice-president United States Leather Com-
fan‘y New York. In “ The Annals of the American Academy of
“olitical and Social Sclence.”]

As at present conducted, tanning hides into leather and manufac-
turing leather into boots and shoes are separate industries, but for the
urposes of this article they may be considered as one. Together the
'orm a very great Industry. There Iis none in the United States whic
is naturally more capable of successful develogment. There is none
which has been more impeded by the tariff. This ﬁreat industry now
calls loudly for a reduction of the tariff. Especia does it call for
thelgbo}ltlignmot the duty of 15 per cent imposed on hides by the Dingley

tariff o -

Hides are its raw material. Before 1897 they had always been free
of duty, excepting the civil-war tax of ludper cent, which was repenled
in 1873. The effect of the duty on hides during the past tea years Las
been very injurious—injurious to the hundreds of thousands engaged
in the industry and to the millions of consumers of boots and shoes.
Here is a necessity of life whose manufacture is smitten with a blight-
ing tax at the very point of origin. The Unlted States does not pro-
duce more than two-thirds of the number of hides required therein for
making leather. Even with a 15 per cent duty, one-third of the needed
supply must be imported from various parts of the world, prineipally
from South America. The situation, therefore, is one to make such an
impost utpon a raw material like hides peculiar { disastrous to the pros-

rity of the industry, while pecullarly advantageous to the few who
ggne t trom it. Where so large a proportion must be imported, the
effect of the duty is not only to raise the cost of the imported supplies,

but to give an advanced and artificial price to hides produced within
the U States. These are concentrated for the most part in the
hands of a few owners, to whom this advantage inures. he farmer

or cattle grower gets llttle or no benefit from the artificial price of
hides, because, being a by-product and constituting but a small part of
the value of cattle when slaughtered, the increased price of the hide
does not enter perceptibly into the amount received for cattle golng to
market. The Injury, however, to the leather and shoe industry in put-
ting it at so great a disadvantage in competing with foreign nations in
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the hide markets of the world for the acquisition of Its raw material | otherwise would be sent to us In exchange for a larger exportation of
is enormous. All those engaged therein realize this too well In its re- | leather and boots and shoes. As President McKinley said, In his last
tarded growth and minimized profits. public utterance at Buffalo, * We can not sell if we will not buy.”
This injury was foreseen when the duty was imposed in 1897, and It is therefore most desirable, in the interest of this industry and its
a delegation of leather and shoe people went to Washington, while the | further development, that there should be a general reduction of the
new tariff bill was still in committee, and strongly argued agalnst the | present very high duties on imports, supplemented by reciprocity treaties
lacing of a duty on hides at a hearing given by the Committee on | with foreign countries, that would enn%ll}e us to send them larger quan-
ays and Means. As the proposed duty was an entirely new feature | tities of leather and shoes, which this country is speclally a ted to
In the tariff bill, hides having been free of duty for twenty-five years, | produce, in return for various commodities in the production of which
and as there appeared to be no demand for such a dul.;_\ri it was to be | the natnral advantage is with them. The manufacture of leather and
supposed that Congress would require cogent and positive arguments | ghees, in which our people are particularly skiliful, is here capable of
in its favor before confirming a new impost to which strenuous objec- | enormous development along these lines.
tion has been made. No one, however, appeared at the hearing in On the other hand, unless tariff changes be made In the direction of
favor of the duty. The shoe and leather delegation were politely prom- | Iiberality, there is imminent danger that we shall lose the valuable ex-
ised that full consideration would be given to the arguments advanced | port trade in these articles which we already possess. The markets of
l!ﬁ ?ppoalt‘ion, and went away hoping and believing that they had won | eontinental Europe are gradually heing closed by exclusive duties, and it
their case, because, as it had been developed at the hearing, it seemed | {3 now highly probable that En%lnnd. our principal foreign customer for
to ﬂbe a very clear and one-sided one in their favor. But some secret | Jeather and shoes, will soon shut her ports to ns unless her present
influence was at work, which did not come into the light, and the duty | liberal policy be met with tariff concessions on the part of the United
g::s im tbed' wlthouiﬂp;:biic reasons in its favor and against the pro- | States, An enlightened policy, such as is here suggested, it would surely
bt 0 % eﬂ,mlt’tes%’; tt ;e"‘: Oi thwat lndtiitry which it “t'” buum% seem to be part of wisdom for Congress to adopt, rather than one which,
bt .slnec - cumgi sfnnt E atﬂ mﬂ t‘i:mris thce a s‘a“mg 0 constran by heavy tariff duties, the avoldanece of reciprocity treaties, and a vicious
< oﬂfeaﬂ:e %nit o But%u. n to e leather and shoe manufac- tax[ tllamn raw material, tends to nullify, in part, the great advantage
t“"len November, 1905, a delegation of more than 30 individuals, repre- E.ttl;t‘l:l mtli:tgo%noérg ggise:ggg ’for the production of leather and its manu

senting more than -fourths in volume of these combined indus- The
i great oak, hemlock, and chestnut forests of the United States
Elefﬁe‘dﬁioted E;’::h]i]ggtl:? ﬁnﬂﬂﬁa&cﬁ c;“tger‘“'“ Ireslda;nihRoose{flt. supply abundant material of the best kind for the tanming of leather.
1 BN oliial Inﬂ‘ itlf o 'y the ;"ﬁg‘c& 0 b rethma 1%"' Improved methods, the introduction of machinery, and the employment
o i h\?urcof the Iilginc:d::te on e?'ﬂ; aut enhi(? coﬁ“ thg of chemical analysis have aided greatly in reducing the cost am?improv-
. it PR ey uty on nides, DNOUI- | jng the quality of the product. Our shoe manufacturers are admitted
(x. howeyar g?gh:dié;‘;’;’t:ngg og‘m*;b?e?gt”&g & odmission from | to pe the best in the world. Thorough organization, skill in making
g lasts adapted to all kinds of feet, and the employment of machinery to

hi, sotions thought, Evidently o was ihen absoried fn other matiers | it Ay Seehes whic 16 Spstatil wibh 3 pesiecton and spec

Congress seemed to fear that any tariff change, even to correct a mis- gl:se;;ualed In any other country, have given to the United States the

lace among the nations the manufacture of boots and shoes.
;g‘:f oﬁhg,}‘;dn‘;‘;ﬁ?on““‘,?gic?*g‘g mltdet&d ltt;:genimmg: :n?é:irgg}: Notwithstanding these advantages, the combined shoe and leather indus-
at that time The dut‘y on hides remained, and somewhat later, in try, as & whole, has not had the increase and development to which it
pets nence of Ere“e,. scarcity and the lm’;)edlment offered to their | W28 naturally entitled, nor has it ylelded profits commensurate with
m: ation hy the tari.t'f. the price of hides soared to an unprecedented those of more favored industries. e shoe and leather manufacturers

height, causing disorder and confusion in the related ind which | have never asked for protection or governmental aid. They do ask now,
. -.nutenat!ﬂed ]tll;eg result otl the violent reactlon and adverse l.'?ﬁdiﬂons fnut:fsvt‘g;' to be relieved from the burdens which the tariff lays upon their
following t nic of last year. The duty on hides still continues =
to exert its adverse mﬂnci upon the lea{her and shoe Industries, Why should not the country be permitted to expand its industrial
engaged therein are now turning their eyes to the extra ses- | life along the line of least resistance, and why should not these shoe
glon of Congress, which has been ted immediately to follow the | &nd leather industries be allowed full scope for the growth and develop-
inauguration of a new President, in Ee hope that mllit will then be | ment to which they are invited by natural conditions and the genlus of
afforded by repeal. our people, and thus be enabled give profitable employment to many
It irs E;he p%;ﬁlcu}&tr m“’&“ﬂﬁo .g relief :mc}?m all gﬁn ? in the | thousands more of our citizens?
manufacture eather an and shoes have when think- TUD
ing of tariff revision in connection with their own Iindustry. Indeed, i A S A e R I
this réemoval of the tax upon their raw material can not be denled them, The magnitude and importance of the leather and leather goods in-
with any justice, al(:{ Congress, when it is remembered that they are | dustries may be realized when it is considered that every inhabitant of
further Lmdlca ped in their business by the high duties which the | the country from the eradle to the grave is a consumer of leather shoeﬁ
tariff in general imposes upon imports. These duties have the effect | and that purses, gloves, belts, and many other articles of utility an
of adding to their cost of production and at the same time diminish | adornment are made wholly or p:lrtinlly of leather.
the foreign demand for their manufactured produoct, without giving According to statistics of the Government Department of Agriculture
them in return any corresponding benefit. The tariff adds to the large | the number of horses in the country January, 1008, was 19.992,000, and
item of freight upon their nlkf materials and upon their finished s. | of mules, 3,869,000 head. Here are upward of 24,000,000 animals of
It Increases the cost of buildings, equipment, machinery, and general | no use or service to man until they are harnessed; and harness and
mpglies. In short, it adds to the cost of the manufactured article and | saddles, as everyone knows, must be made of leather.
at the same time, like the duty on the raw material, increases the Statistics are given, but for those who prefer broad generalizations
quantity of capttai required for a given amount of production. Then, | rather than tabulations it may be said that the production of leather
again, as both leather and shoes are exportable articles, the demand | and leather ‘ﬁ;mdu in the United SBtates amounts to about $T00,000,000
abroad for them is restricted by the generally high duties of the present | annually. e capital invested is about $400,000,000 and the annual
tariff, which prevents the importation of foreign commodities that | wages paid more tga.u $100,000,000.

Table from the Twelfth United Btates Census, giving flgures for the year 1900.

Wage-earners.
Number
Cost of ma-| Value of
Year. | of estab- Oapital.
lishments. Average| ‘Total |terials used.| products,
n .| wages.

Boots and shoes, factory produet. 1000 1,600 | $101,975,233 | 142,022 | $50,175,883 | §160,0604,054 | $261,028,580
Leather, tanned, eurried, and finished 1900 1,806 | 173,977,421 | 52,100 | 22,501,001 | 155,000,004 | 204,088,127
Saddlery and harness. ... 1900 12,064 | 48,854,130 | 24,123 | 10,725,647 | 83,127,926 62,630,002
Leather goods, » trunks, and valises. 1900 e 13,505,819 | 14,980 5,007,767 183,485,761 26,905,814
Boots and shoes, custom work and repairing. 1000 23,560 9,262,134 9,688 4,128,361 8,288 664 26,550,078
Boot and shoe cut stock.. 1900 342 7,008,080 6,155 2,250,601 17,800,282 238,242 802
Belting and hose, leather 1900 105 7,410,219 1,687 913,987 7,500,413 10,623,177
Boot and shoe uppers 1000 132 273,796 256 125,627 401,680 700,225
Total 40,751 | 856,581,838 | 251,020 | 105,571,004 5,208, T84 615,720,395

Some idea of the magnitude of the traffic may be realized from the | The itggorl:s of shoe leather were $6,138,528 in 1874 and only $2,880,314
imports and exports given in detail on another . In round num! in 1896. The exports of shoe leather other than sole leather were
the tanners of this country import annually from $60,000,000 to | $§232,884 in 1874 and $8,903,863 in 1806. The total exports of leather
$80,000,000 worth of hides and skins, Annual exports of leather and | and leather goods now amount to more than $20,000,000 annually.
leather goods are about $46,000,000. Sole leather is sent abroad to the | American-made shoes are being suecessfully Introduced into London and
amount of $8,000,000 e year; gl d, 000,000 .to $4,000,000, | the cities of continental Europe. The leather and shoe trades have ad-
and upper leather, $15,000,000 to §18,000,000. oe exports are about | justed themselves to a system of free raw material that has existed
$11,000,000 annually, . and continuously during the past twenty-five years, and we submit that
the basis upon which our great industry’rests should not be disturbed

TANNERS' PROTEST OF 1897. without careful investigation and serious deliberation,
When the present revenue law was framed early in 1897 bﬁ the Ways Leather is a material for which there is absolutely no substitute, and
and Means Committee of the National House of Representatives, hides | every man, woman, and child is to a greater or less extent a consumer

were not taken from the free list. In the Senate, however, the Dingley | of it. The imposition of a duty upon hides and skins would therefore
bill, as it was called, was referred to the Finance Committee. Imme- | directly affect every inhabitant of the country by inereasing the cost of
diately upon it becoming known that a few Populist Senators favored a | his shoes, his pi his traveling h‘;ﬁ his bicyecle saddle, the harness
tax on imported hides, a convention of tanners was called to meet in | for his horse, and the leather-top da board and trimmings of his car-
Washington. The following statement was printed at the time: riage. Place a dut&y on hides and every revolving wheel of Industry
. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee: We appear before | throughout the land would feel the strain of a taxed beltﬁ and ever
you, represent the shoe and leather industry, to res ully request | farmer would suffer the burden of a tax upon his horse’'s harness an
that hides and skins be allowed to remain on the free list. his %owboy‘s boots. Statistics show that there are 15,000,000 horses in
There has been no duty on hides since 1873, and nothing has oe- | the United States. All these require leather to harness them for work.
curred to render a ch desirable. The ig:ment reports tell a con- The demand for a tariff on es should be specific and not general.
tinuous story of dﬂ:ﬁﬁg imports and increasing exports of leather. | The vague declaration that the imposition of a duty would help the
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farmer will not suffice. Let the stockman show wherein he would be
benefited by an impost on hides. Cattle are not raised for their hides,
but in response to the demand for beef. The meat can not be come to
without first removing the hide, and thus it is that hides are produced
whether they are wanted or not. They are a by-product udpon which no
labor is expended except what Is necessary to prevent decomposition.
The domestic take-off of hides and skins is Inadequate, and the
12,000,000 worth, exclusive of goatskins, imported from foreign ecoun-
ries each year supplements but does mot supplant the native su%gley.
The prices of cattle on the hoof are determined by the demand for £,
and the.quotations for hides are made by the demand for leather.
At the Chlca%’ﬂ stock yards it not infrequently haﬁPens that cattle
pi-lees are at the lowest when hide prices are at the highest point, and
vice versa.

If the stock breeders on the ranges derived any revenue from hides
there would soon be a reform in branding. Thousands of steers are so
badly branded that the hides are almost useless for conversion Into
leather. In point of fact hides do not become a merchantable com-
modity susceptible of being benefited by a tariff until after they have
been pro}lerly selected and cured and are offered In guantities from the
cellars of the dressed-beef companies. -

As practical manufacturers and merchants we protest against a move-
ment that has nothing more than a mistaken sentiment back of it. The
great dressed-beef firms of the West would not pay higher prices for
cattle on the hoof delivered at the stock yards in Chlecago and Kansas Cit
slmply because the imposition of a duty on foreign hides had caus
domestic hides to advance in price. We have pmgared a table showing
the prices paid for cattle on the hoof Dy the Chicago packers during
each week In 1896 and also the prices the packers obtained for the
hides. This table demonstrates our position that the fluctuations In
cattle and hide prices do not agree except as the general condition of
business sometimes operates to caunse all commodities to advance or
det%:ine at al gi;en time. i = T 4 $ 4 g

e people have some recourse from the great western packers who
are popularly supposed to control the drmseg-beet businm?a If beef is
raised in price beyond a certain point, the demand diminishes as the
consumers turn to mutton, pork, poultry, and other meat foods. There
would be no escape, however, from the effect of hi%her hide prices in-
duced by a tariff, because, as we have shown, there is no substitute for
leather.” Apart from the Immense exports of dry hides there is always
o world's movement In green salted hides. Not one of the great indus-

trial nations produces enough hides to supply the demand for leather,
and all of them import dry hides from the semicivilized countries, but
with hides admitted free there Is established a world's level of prices.
If the Chtcaﬁo packers advance the prices of hides above the world's
level, green hides are Imported from England, France, Germany, and
the Scandinavian peninsula; and on the other hand, If the tanners
neglect the domestic hide market prices sink In the United States and
an export movement is developed. Hides are admitted free at the ports
of the countries we have named, and the imposition of a tariff on hides
in the United States would leave the tanners, shoe manufacturers, and,
indeed, the consumers of shoes and all articles of leather in this country
at the mercy of the so-called ** dressed-beef and hide trust.”

1t is times err ly made to appear that the demand for free
hides comes from Massachusetts, or at least from New England. These
States are first in the shoe production, but they do not lead in tmmlng.
In Maine, Connecticut, Massachusetts, New Hampshire, Rhode Islan
and Vermont there are 260 tanmeries, against in the Bouth an
West. Pennsylvania alone has double the number of tannerles con-
tained in all of New England. The primacy in tanning has Egssed from
the East to the West and South. anneries are rapidly being estab-
lished in Wisconsin and Michigan, where hemlock forests abound, and
tanneries using oak bark are multiplying in the Southern States to draw
their bark supplies from the immense forests of Virginia, Tennessee,
and the Carolinas. The tanning Industry is also established on a large
and prosperous scale on the Paclfic coast, where the supply of tan bark
is almost unlimited,

The principle of protection can mot be applied to hides, because they
are not a manufactured article. It would be impossible to make n tariff
high enough to cause cattle to be raised for their hides. To lLring one
hiﬁe to market that will sell for $5, it is necessary to forward at the
same time $50 worth of beef. many times; cattle
can be skinned but once.

Canada is a keen competitor of the United States In the production
of sole leather, The hemlock forests extend into the British possessions
and hides are admitted free. If the ports of the United States were
closed to the free entry of hides our export trade in leather would pass
over the Canadian border. The hide tariff offers a visionary and

thical advantage to the farmer, while dealing a deadly blow at ome
g}ythe greatest American industries.

The protest was made March, 1897, nearly twelve years ago, and is
substantially the attitude of tanners to-day. )

Sheep can be shea

APPENDIX A.
UNITED STATES CATTLE CENSUS,
Number and value of milch cows and other cattle, 1867—1908.

Milch cows. Other cattle. Milch cows. Other cattle.
Januoary 1— Price Price January 1— Price Price
per | Farm value Farm value per. | Farm value Farm valua
Number. | peaq Jan. 1. Number. | P75 Jan. 1. Numbet. | peag Jan. 1. Number. hrgd Jan. 1.
Jan. 1. Jan. 1. Jan. 1. Jan. 1.
$230,046,612 | 11,730,052 | $15.70 | $1 850 || 1888........| 14,856,414 | $24.65 | $360,252,173 | 34,378,363 | $17.79 | $611,750
230,816,717 | 11042484 | 15,00 | 170,887,797 || 18 : 2394 | 306,226,376 | 35,032,417 | 17,05 | 507, 500,819
,610,021 | 12,185,385 | 18.73 | 228,183,001 22.14 | 353,152,133 | 36,840,024 | 15.21 | 560,625,137
330,175,234 | 15,388, 18.87 | 290,400, 588 21.62 | 346,307,900 | 36,875,648 | 14.76 , 127, 908
, 700, 16,212,200 | 20.78 | 336,859,017 21.40 | 351,378,132 | 37,651,239 | 15.16 | 570,749,155
, 438, 308 | 16,380, 18.12 | 296,931, 664 21.75 | 857,200,785 | 35,954,106 | 15.24 , 882,
282,559,051 | 16,413,800 | 18.06 | 206,448,036 21.77 | 358,008,661 | 36,608,168 | 14.66 | 536,780,747
274,325,680 | 16,218,100 | 17.55 | 284,705,083 21.97 | 962,601,729 | 34,364,216 | 14.06 | 482,000,120
280,700,645 | 16,313,400 | 16.91 | 275,871,664 22.55 | 363,955,545 | 32,085,409 | 15.86 | 508,928, 416
283,878,869 | 16,785, 17.00 | 285,387,123 23.16 | 309,230,003 | 30,508,408 | 16.65 | 507,629,421
286,773,030 | 17,056,100 | 15.99 | 287,155,528 27.45 | 434,813,820 | 20,264,107 | 20.92 | 612,206,634
200,897,800 | 19,223,300 | 16.72 | 321,345,601 20.66 | 474,233,925 | 27,904,225 | 22.79 | 637,031,135
256,720,779 | 21,408,100 | 15.38 | 329,253,631 31.60 | 514,812,106 | 27,610,054 | 24.97 | 680,486,260
270,809,420 | 21,231,000 | 16.10 | 341,761,154 30.00 | 505,003,077 | 45,500,213 | 19.93 | 906,644,003
206,277,060 | 20,938,710 | 17.33 | 362,861,500 20.23 | 488,130,324 | 44,727,797 | 18.78 | 830,128,073
320, 489, 310 280, 19.89 | 463,000,501 30.21 | 516,711,914 | 44,650,206 | 18.45 | 824,054,902
396, 575, 405 , 046,077 | 21.81 | 611,549,100 20.21 | 508,841,480 | 43,629,408 | 16.32 | 712,178,134
423,486,649 | 20,046,101 | 23.52 | 683,220,054 7. 482,272,203 | 43,600,443 | 15.15 | 661,571,308
29.70 12,003,003 | 29,866,573 | 23.25 | 604,382,013 20.44 | 582,788 502 | 47,067,656 | 15.85 | 746,171,700
27.40 | 380,085,523 | 31,275,242 | 21.17 | 661,056,274 31.00 | 645,496,980 | 51,565,731 | 17.10 ,557,308
14,522,083 | 26,08 | 378,789,589 | 33,511,750 | 10.70 | 663,137,026 .67 | 650,057,000 | 50,073,000 | 16.89 , 938, 000
International trade in hides and skins.
[Substantially the international trade of the world. This table gives the classification as found in the original returns, and the summar
statements for *All countries ”” represent the total for each class only as far as it is disclosed in the original returns,] Y
EXPORTS.
Country. Xearbes, Kind of hides and skins. 1902. 1903. 1904, 1005, 1006,
51,239,825 | 50,466,002 53,457,674 51,149,435
63,424,770 64,800,273 , 230, 588 72,476,948
3,113,899 3,961,693 ,205,350 ,164, 457
ATBanting. ... .cociuninsiinanmensnnana| JTEL 1. . , 870,826 2,152,791 2,801,528 680,67
4,921,984 4,501,961 1,731,726 3,507,350
815,695 1,049, 971,729 044,
92,442,005 81,571,014 66,535, 402 52,428,116
6,681, 6,139,211 6,855,933 12,382,700
5,505,382 ,623, 787 9,100,680 il
6,801,038 1,274,354 5,676,240 16,000
o 12,8087 | 91100 13,082,708 ;mlg
A UIEATY - oo s snnssusssnsssnsral a0 Lasans 1:313:514 1:083:747 2:297:437 6,281,392
2,162,293 5495, , 808, 485 } .
1,431,241 2,120,626 , 536,009 81,836,000
fmims| e sl sasss
T e AL et e Y [ PR 91,087,316 1367, 101,081,034 |  102) 406,208
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International trade in hides and skins—Continued.

EXPORTS—continued.
Year
Country. D Lt Kind of hides and skins. 1902 1908, 1904, 1905. 1006,
Pounds. Pounds Pounds. Pounds Py
B | mam|  miel el
---------------- ‘4 il 7
Hides, dr!:s.gi n.esso. 14334210 | 16,401,080 | 23,845,672 x%ﬁ_"»}géﬁ‘g 2?*3.%%.7‘
Hidos, salted, n. e. 5.0 44,873,007 | 46,000, 347 004,782 | 42,135,260 | 50,567,124
(I?B. 85,104 245, 716 28, 036 18,
ss1 67, 208 29,106 5,143 64,218
615,134 598, 573 1,042, 429 959, 755 860,
m,sag’ﬁ 104 m%?ﬁ mo,s%m bl S :
3 ) ,178 | 166,161,155 4,202,118
23,096, 000 647,000 | 20418000 31700000 | 25010 e
9,5313’& 3 1 1%?% 90,% D | i
y ) 2,049, 2,970,438 | 2,884 161
4, 491, 204 5,217, 440 4928, 051 5, 461,295 A5 T
Isa?;‘,ﬁ 1"“3;%}2 u,em,g 11,713,39:;} 18,750, 760
30,360,067 | 32,300,600 | 37,330,133 | 51,043,000 | B, 615, 924
3,605, 188 2, 351, 012 2, 438, 844 d:%. ag,’%g,%
14,3%3’,;'3 15,&% 16,1635 | 190,340 09 27,
m 1
o 13,530,863 | 13,729,200 | 13,040,625 uf%m aiiﬁﬁ
T i S N A Jo. 1. f Y e LS 4,337,137 4,331, 513 6, 841, 357 4, 547, 315 5,748, 384
%ﬁerepnnd goat ¢. . 9 T 681,118 607, 529 3084, 797 2 620, 5,075, 462
....... Eb] ﬂ 0 | 17,430,187 | 23,407,700
....... b b 7,613,556 | 10,333, 449 8, 400 500
1,014,770 1,108,100 049 626, 937, 800
....... 903, 981 1,146, 708 1,096, 486 1, 446, 190 1,325,000
------- 61,585,683 |  48)863,30 | 53,066,971 | 61,890, o, 136,300
64, 639 8, 517, 400 9,047,304 | 10,009,143 | 11,067 300
V562,511 | 27,062,872 3,085, 932 7,776, 4 6,723, 900
....... 10, 596, 516 9,076,870 8,618,308 | 10/235,619 [ 15,506,157
11,096, 965 410, 306 9, 228, 959 , 504, 1 1,260, 421
73,504,602 | 65,404,300 | 65,279,208 | 65,850,114 | 78,564,351
10, 400, 084 9, 406, 240 9,416,161 | 11,561,258 1, 870, 181
3, 516, 503 8,350, 304 4,021, 451 3,744, 110 3,162,310
11,023 12, 566 15,432 19, 401 ""36, 507
9,600,416 | 10,715,124 345,156 | 16,140,958 | 17,739,050
1, 488, 561 1,711, 448 1,782,878 1,629,216 316, 804
548 , 521 385, 147 137, 508
711, 432 007, 814 608, 865 604, 507 610, 235
20, 757, 539 070,283 | 23,630,041 | 10,357,463 | 25,858 232
................................. 4,583, 400 4,329,437 4,125,050 4, 016, 038 4, 502, 500
571, 658 765, 665 605,338 747, 700 910, 729
................................. 3,081, 600 5, 625, 600 4,755,600 2,273, 200 2,20, 733
3,054, 667 5, 421,200 4, 660, 533 5,507,867 | @B.807,
1,8m500 | 11,0008 | 13,1008 | 15,000,473 s,
y ’ 3 » 3 '3 T15
723,308 627,202 583,367 600705 | 843580
6,518,637 5,708,853 5,034,503 7,008,334 7,705, 458
41,213 35,020 25,418 T | I e
2,973 2,657 1,466 16,885 a7
20,012,580 | 20,607,052 | 23,647,466 | 22,724,931 | 24,050 340
___________________________ 271,541 414,482 301,548 236,435 237,965
32,387,467 | 33,803,118 | 31,865,908 | 32,383,208 | 34,507,085
3,227,362 2,300, 501 2,708,125 1,064,402 1,322,985
50,152 23,136 29,862 103, 276,056
855,722 1,013,503 1,041,637 1,026,183 2,554,873
13,795,190 | 15,074,406 | 12)s33)12 | }2500,222 |  14)364 574
5,324,480 6,000,020 6,717,760 6,054, 46,054,566
0,001,743 | 12,774,759 | 16,606,202 | 14,284,165 | 731,003,121
10,764,247 | 19,949,000 | 24,406,008 | 24,540,778 | 726,326,231
15,289,320 | 17,884,000 | 22/220675 | 19,206, 135,462,770
6,216,267 8,604, 400 6,019,733 7,208,133 | “d7,208,133
3,158, 648 2, 628, 200 2,014,515 1,748, 702 1,017, 973
5,714,217 5,210,152 6,305, 843 8,383, 804 8, 042, 360
2, 355, 431 4,248, 650 5, 965, 921 9,359,902 | 12,536, 438
1,427,951 | 13,025,348 | 12,647,720 | 15,700,488 | 16,247, 604
12)836,632 | 12,201,260 | 11,750,104 | 12,095,438 | 13 414,023
4,976, 493 5,041, 530 5,544, 404 6, 062, 460 5, 744, 584
21,075,264 | 17,451,168 | 21,128,464 | 20,427,328 | 31,350,776
32,681,620 [ 44,705,145 | 40,864,503 | 46,064,937 | 87,835,419
12,850,540 | 32,727,643 | 10,268,722 | 10,752,827 | 15,396,506
2,083,720 2,967,990 2,074, 655 1,795,344 1,795,
23,575,437 | 15,010,462 | 13,852,273 | 14,056,003 | 414,056,003
3,994,070 ,823,436 | 41,150,472 |  30,%75,404 | 30,875,404
1,277 1,414 9,539
483,606 1568 1,607,872 515,104 d 515,104
1,946,505 1,751,352 504,196 124, 608 d124,608
358,738 i 406,598 71 346,719
14,670,201 | 10,307,852 | 16,033,901 | 14,000,823 | 414,900,823
4,346,520 , 366, 96,356,726 1929, 47,920,730
i B B 'y 5 459
1,412,001 1,650,675 | ¢1,531,383 1,479,815 | 41,479,815
| PRt T U ettt LS
16,437,548 | 17,486,222 | 12,706,880 | 46,832,873 | 746,343,144
436 80,026 348,784 471,282 b 384,143
1,611, 336 3,148, 588 6,198, 614 303,172 b245, 841
501,523 1,352,037 E@B B0 b
: 14,424,497 | 14,085,045 8,006,079 | 14,384,816 | " 720,335,306
.............. Calf 2,392,438 1,709, 084 183,255 2,435,640 | 72,448,174
1,745,289 1,303,750 ?:372:925 '850, 467 |...... S
3,048, 484 6,536,130 4,477,006 8,010,735 | 74,807,210
66,932 21,78 40,836 1,040,412 | 71,634,845
3,173, 604 3,313, 301 2,042,013 11,014, 504 112,771,960
7,600, 393 6,048, 003 8,084,003 19,280,233 117,082,052
147,072 73,145 66,311 5,805, 481 £1,381,611
i 5,471,773 6,441,858 5,393,110 8,507,283 | 77,840,660
............................ 1,313,000,102 | 1,318,431,233 | 1,342,565,755 | 1,516,304,852 | 1,570,003, 744

e Number of eom] :
. ]:omdl puted from stated number of hides or skins. ¢ Average, 1902 and 1903,
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International trade in hides and skins—Continued.

Kind of hides and skins. 1902. 1908, 1905. 1908.
Pound. Pound. Pound. Pound.
340,545,004 | 306,300,567 365,728,304 | 351,033,767
25,004,976 | 28,401,796 23,904, 778 1,608,
26,047,349 29,608,773 | 28,567,167
ﬁ?f g 763 | 04,786,697 76,468,200 | 100} 475,262
8 e bbb i 4 21,301,037 24,540,778 | 26,326,231
203,086,590 230,054,083 | 261,049,137
263,545 131,074 147,003
All countries......oememnneas 33,533,502 57,557,376 | 57,265,552
2,108, 443 2,021,988 1,198,439
507,307 47,441,252 | 37,249,340
3,406,822 4,475,004 5,352,870
8,055,263 5,333,163 5,254,203
164,313,794 | 142,063,000 | 121,979,597
28,050,950 45,723,352 | 50,873,550
55,331,020 64 :un,wﬁ 50,469,481
339,879,542 410,260,334
i ATt el M S o] LY Rl R e S e T e 1,313,009,102 | 1,318, 451,233 | 1, 1,570,003, 744
IMPORTS.
A B 942, 1,245,171 496,718
Call ETBeT .- e 1,086,155 1,716,078 449,750 } 3,415,400
T e R 22,038,651 | 22,300,162 398,855 ]_ TE.818 1
e G gl i) naea %6,
4t e e R S ] AT SN el T il L0327, 2100, 'y 1 <07
Austria-HuDgary.....ccoomeeemssannses FOESR, GIed ., - 2oonn oo oise o eans 679, 553,784 560,856 A
e Y 75,178 195,223 153,062 )
T e 776,658 844,501 1,046,003 723,557
N e R 9,860,872 9,627,600 | 12,328,434 10,548,675
hee SRR e e 5,477,163 5,301,403 5,041,309 6,858,374
B P e S HIMeS 1AW, oo i 115,127,352 | 128,004,622 | 122,530,211 142,107, 407
Brition Tadia,s ] 10,407,488 | 12,729,808 | 12,456,304 7,963,909
R SRR e s el T T (T e e e e e 8,013,801 5,766,189 8,062,196 10,294, 452
LT ey o e S 714,805 1,560,180 1 2,631,124
PHIANG - s e Hides, green. .. s 8,780,873 | 5,907,507 5,780,115 5,520,891
|Sheep. ......... 1420 % 89,571 68,
5) Ee} 7,090,053 9,035, 400
¢ 17,899,172 23,276, 400
5,300,740 4,714,701 4,372,843 4,935,700
2,443 , 870,533 374,600
£0,500,184 | 89,040,162 | 85,214,688 106,831,100
3,848,128 ,082,612 2,630,226 3,201,300
1625723 990,427 2,063,720 1,074,900
23'886,108 | 18,793,521 | 21,104,405 18,811, 819
16,023,193 | 22,030,386 | 24,738,045 38531, 043
46, 048, 822 , 664, 83, 954, 541 77,797,583
122198450 | 146,242,710 | 152,057,850 177, 694, 958
8,501,191 , 260, 11,272, 453 14, 541,907
153,001 25, 61,008 1,543
3,721,181 4,427,101 4, 666, 964 6,688, 823
28,144,866 | 90,128,805 | 27,629,860 20, 573,918
562, 840 7aT, 1,126, 562 82 510
2,207,268 3,082,017 8,515,711 2,157,002
5, 565, 407 5,674,975 7,004, 659 5,285, 284
33/054,118 | 32,555, 12,876, 581 44204 383
9,236, 484 9,197,903 9,997, 520 11, 596, 532
287,703 136, 89, 257 782
4,305,757 4,516,054 9,871,720 5,450, 564
353,188 437,982 373,908 700,708
26,123,050 | 28,746,002 | 28,190,550 30,643, 584
14,218 3,456 1,080 404
21,767,787 | 24,734,652 | 25,207,185 27,013, 694
2,578,708 1,631,356 2,084,239 2,094,329
5,850,102 5,555,034 8,890, 458 10, 507,626
6,659,709 6,188,733 5,829,003 a 4,216, 487
1,455,306 507,616 243,906 181,630
2,922 825 b 414
493,035 160,214 39,361 83,087
29,674 13, 406 13,723
5,045,606 3,468,709 2,444,340 42,252,952
2’ 401 8,014 2 53,490
722, 428 125 400,000 157, 536
520,025 158, 376 163,773 @132, 822
12,831,961 2363 | 10,412,368 7,764,252
52,627,183 754,013 | 48,126,842 ¢ 45, 538, 241
10,275, 333 0,258, 554,133 a § 191, 200
25,794,130 | 22716150 | 17,857,580 17,250,
15,676,710 | 15,172,808 | 19,782,706 +290,
3, 546, 423 3, 557,151 5, 517, 464 9,329,915
73, 856,912 491, 61, 636, 848 , 661, 696
44,636,046 | 44,000,414 | 34,400,368 1124, 265
1,054, 534 3,124, 408 1, 336, 782, 536
131,640,325 | 85,870,168 134,671,020
85,114,070 ae,&m 101, 201, 596
102,340,303 | 103,024,752 133,111, 199
5,100,292 5,441,221 €8, 467,039
Iarge% ; 412,785 438, 504 5,180
Small classified)...... 1,499 7,011 14,670, 557
Other countries. ........cermemeeeeenns UBCIASSIIEA. . .o v e seeesvee o 5,500,463 | 8,100,685 e
Calf 135,079 13,033
Deer. .. 5,670 ) 536
Goat 142253 423, 808
@ Year preceding. ¢ Not separately stated.

b Average, 1902 and 1908.

@ Not including free ports prior to March 1, 1906.

tPrallmIn%rly.
I Number of pounds computed from stated number of hides or skins.
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International trade in hides and skins—Continued.

iMPORTS—continued.
Country. ggg{n‘;‘: Kinds of hides and skins. 1902, 1903. 1004. 1905. 1006,
Pounds. Pounds. Pounds. Pounds, Pounds.
397,783 1, 533, 850 1,534, 647 741,964 a 355
Other countriea. ... ...cioiiieaaiiaae. e 25, 854 22, 447 10, 416 , 840 461,619
1,249,139 1,348, 347 1,277, 2,003,073 ﬂl.S&O,Dla
2,365, 315 330, 1,321,133 39, 318 a 903, 410
o o R N .| 1,268, 461,682 | 1,287,754,237 | 1,365,305, 461 | 1,406, 343,284 | 1, 556, 494, 545
422,935 160, 214 39,361 : b 53,987
827,804 | 346,506,008 | 405,541,264 | 420,754,230 | 476,850, 577
33,054,118 32, 555, 653 42, 876, 501 , 240, 949 44,204,353
32, 623, 401 35,272,927 33,011,370 31, 0‘.!'3 668 38,258, 752
80;93{-9@ 39,43;.3?% Sﬁ.ﬂﬁ,g L6820 | 106,836,290
4 L
336,202,580 | 850,903,610 | 332,328 6%5 } 446,430,743 | 385,440, 805
Al oountrlls .. ciaviineiinassenaasnasnn 42,082, 334 43,873,820 56,047, 447 408 69, 808, 259
353,188 437,982 373,908 426, 217 700, 708
98, 574,297 100,712,755 134, 504,996 151,102,970 140, 722, 660
077, 5, 530,202 5,418, 936 267, 650,
10, 082, 314 10, 069, 358 10, 608, 967 , 980, 088 10,923, 275
eep , 525, 57,281, 020 , 996, 872 46,200, 216 873,183
Shecp and goat. mixed.. 9,084, 766 9, 830, 475 10, 407, 936 8,902, 260 11, 815, 687
Uneclassi 1,249,139 1,348,347 1,277, 800 2,003,073 1,850,0
\Hides and skins, unclassified. . :m, 473,102 203, 73?, 313 199, 383, 421 233,450, 267 218,375, 714
] I e A A e S M e B S e e e et e 1,208, 461,652 | 1,287, 754,237 | 1,365,305, 461 | 1,466, 343,284 | 1, 556, 404, 545
@ Preliminary. ® Year preceding.
Receipts and prices of cattle and hides at Chicago.
Cattle at the Chi- | Top price per 100 pounds for
cago stock cattle on the hoof for each Hides,
during week
Saturday. Number 1 |
Number 1 Number 1/Number 1| packers’ lembe.r.l N'mber,‘ Number 1/
Recelpts,| Staugh- | Native | Texas ‘packers’ eed) Xers' | * heavy pﬁce}ers paﬁ:ke;s kers’ Number 1
PS| “ter. | steers. | steers. | ©" |'native | Texas |Colorado| butt- | Deavy | light |{rpgeq | country
steers. | steers, | steers. | branded | TC¥ COWS. =
steers. 7 b
Number. | Number. | Dollars. | Dollars, | Dollars. | Cents. Cents. A 3 Cenis. 2 Cenis. Cenis.
61,005 37,953 7.20 5.75 5.75 1 1 14} 1 1 15} 1 13
71,475 44,604 7.15 5.75 5.25 1 1 14 1 1 15 1 13
77,266 47,841 7.30 5.76 5.85 16 1 1 14 15 15 1 13
73,163 41,802 6.90 5.75 5. 50 1 1 1 14 1 15 1 123
50,989 31,408 6.90 5.75 5.00 1 1 1 14 1 15 14 13
68,207 41,275 7.25 5.75 5,40 16 1 1 14 1 b1 1 13
61,491 32,744 6.90 5.75 5.25 1 1 1 1 15 14 1 13
61,826 32,708 6. 75 5.60 5.10 15 1 1 14, 1 14 1 13
57,528 30,033 6.85 5.60 5.35 1 1 1 1 14 1 14
56,068 30,833 6. 85 5.60 5.60 1 1 1 1 14 14 14 12
64,855 180 6.75 5.50 5. 50 1 1 1 1 1 14 1 12
61,755 , 665 6.90 5.50 5.35 15 1 14 14 13 13 14 11
46,088 23,134 6. 60 5. 50 5. 40 1 15% 14 13 1 13 1 11
52,708 27,048 6,60 5.50 5. 40 14 154 133 13 14 13 1 11
56,560 31, 1196 6.75 5.50 5.75 14 15 14 14 1 13 14 11
68,020 38,673 6.70 5.50 5. 50 1 15 14 13 1 123 14 1
72,847 , 942 6. 60 5.50 5.40 1 15 13} 13 13 12 1 1
58,339 31,978 6.25 5.40 5.356 1 15 14 13 L‘St 13 1 1
53,392 ,850 6. 50 5.40 5.60 14 15 14 13 13 13 13, 11
60,316 34,782 6. 50 5.40 5.60 15 1 14 14 14 14 1 12}
60,580 32,924 6. 40 5.40 5.30 15 1 14 14 14 14 1 11
49,267 26,014 6. 50 6.15 5.50 15 1 14 14 13 13 13 11
64,716 424 6.75 6.25 5.75 15 1 14 14 1 13 13! 1
69,028 , 793 6.90 6.25 _5.30 15 : 14 14 13; 13 13 10,
53,802 28,334 7.00 6.25 5.60 15 1 14 14 13 1 1
47,366 | 27,211 7.10 5.80 5.60 15 15 I 1 13 1 13 1
40,142 | 21,337 7.25 575 5.90 15 15 1 1 1 13 13 11
57,631 33,199 7.30 5.80 6.15 14 15 13 1 1 13 123 11
67,686 43,414 7.35 5.75 6.00 14 15 1 13 lﬁ 13 12 11
57,138 5 7.35 5.15 6.00 14 143 13 13 1 13 12 11
45,928 26,715 7. 50 6. 50 6.25 1 14} 13 13} 131 123 11 11
54, 34, 7.60 6.75 6.25 14 141 124 13 13 124 12 10
64,417 40,255 7.45 6.25 5. 65 14 14 12 12} 123 12 11 101
54,424 31,067 7.356 5.80 5.00 14 133 113 12 12 12 104 10,
56, 516 32,7 7.356 6.00 5.25 14 13 11 12 12 12 10 10:
, 280 39,934 7.25 6.00 5.40 14 13 11 12 12 11 10 10
73, 42,845 7.35 5.75 6.00 14 12§ 10§ 11% 12, 11 9 10
79, 60! 46, 537 7.15 6. 60 5.75 1 12§ 11 12 12, 12 10%
)y 33, 886 7.25 6.20 5. 50 14 13 11 12 12, 12 9 10
76,769 43,080 7.30 6.20 5.30 1 13 11 12 12 12 9 10
87,950 40,746 7.35 6.20 5.40 14 1 11% 122 12: 12} 9 10
90, 486 49,909 7.45 6.20 5.00 1 121 11 12 12 12} 9 10
93,110 53,100 7.35 4.60 4.00 14 13 11 12 12 12 9 1
21, 7.00 5.45 4.75 1 13 11 12 12} 12 9.
51,448 30, 337 7.25 5.35 5.00 14 12 1 11 12 11 9 9
74,489 41, 951 6.70 5. 40 5.50 13 12 1 11 10 1 8%
67,652 | 38,712 6.65 5.50 4.50 12 12 1 10, 10 8 8
72,178 | 38, 6. 50 515 5.25 12 11 [ 10 10 03 7 7
,224 | 31,016 6.35 575 525 113 11 9 9 10 Yy 7 7
, 534 47, 6.35 5.25 5.60 12 11 9 92 9 8 7
58,795 | 28,310 6.15 5.70 500 11 11 9 9 7 7
46,061 22,035 6.30 5.80 4.75 11 11 9 9 9 81 7 7
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Receipts, slaughter, and prices of cattle, and the quolations cf hides for each week in 1896.

Top per 100 pounds for Num-
Cattte at the stock | 0B REG PE G for cach Pack- berl | Num-
yards. ek Pack- | ers’ | Pack- | Pack- | Pack- | Num-
W Pack- | Pack- ; * | “ber1 | coun- | berl
o) oo ers’ | heavy | ers' ers ers' 1 try | coun-
Fifty-two weeks of 1896. Yative | Taxea Colo- | butt- | heavy | light | brand-| coun- | 2
- B 2 rado | brand- | native | native | ed | try | yon, _r
Receipts. Slaugh- | Native | Texas el steers, ed Ccows. | cows. | cows. | buils. Hght | skins.
ter. steers. | steers. | poiters steers. hides.
22,062 | 8,287 | S4T5| ®8.75| 875 8 e ] T 8 9}
56,769 40,537 | 5.00 4.30 4.00 8 3 ;} 8 7 Zi 9
62,025 44,617 4.85 4.25 3.75 it 8 T 7 9
50,036 33,023 4.80 4.13 4.10 ' 7 T 7 9
47,675 22,272 4.70 3.85 4.00 8 T 6 T T 7 6 67 9
30,475 23,387 4.75 4.00 4.00 5 T. 7 7 T 6% & B4
50, 532 30,832 4.05 3.95 3.85 8 6 7 8 7 % 84
56,778 | * 37,340 4.50 3.90 3.85 7 8 8 63 ' £
44, 008 28,365 4.65 3.75 3.80 6 7 8 8 6 b 8
44,116 26,802 4.75 4.10 3.80 7 6; 7% ;z gz 8
43,413 28,215 4.70 4.15 3.85 T 6 7 8
55, 585 37,250 4.70 4.40 3.85 7 6 6 [ 6 ] 8
46,143 26,9033 4. 50 4.00 3.85 6 G 6 8
28,883 18, 307 4.50 3.95 3.95 6 6 6 T
‘Week ending April 11.. 43,006 27,741 4.75 4.00 3.80 6 6 6 6 6 £ 7
‘Week ending April 18.. 44, 536 28,811 4.75 4.10 3.95 6 6 6 6 64 T
Week ending A - 50, 300 32,643 4.20 3. 80 4.00 6% 6 6 6 T
‘Week ending May 2...... 39,913 19, 892 4.25 3.55 3.80 7 a a 6 7
Week ending May 9...... 56, 202 38, T02 4.55 4.10 4.10 7% 5 5 6 8
Week ending May 16... 43,310 30,573 4.40 4.15 3.90 8 8 X i 7 7 Ei
Week ending May 23. 47, 402 31,827 4.30 3.9 4.10 8 7 71 T: 7 i 7 8
Week ending May 30. 52, 803 41,381 4.40 4.25 4.25 8 % 8 7 7 y § 7 9
Week ending June 6.. 47,428 , 683 4.50 3.85 4.00 8 7 8 k: [ 7
Week ending June 13. 44, 206 a1, 851 4.45 3.85 4.00 7 8 7 7 7 7
Week ending June 20. 48, 003 36, 782 4.50 3.7 4.00 T: 8 7 7 T :
Week ending June 27. 48, 947 34, 365 4.55 4.08 4.10 8 7 7 7 7 6} 7
Week ending July 4.. 48,719 32,884 4.65 4.10 - 4.10 7 T 7 T 7
eek ending July 11....... 43,915 1, 859 4.50 3.75 4.35 9 7 7 7 T 73
Week ending July 18....... 51,994 37,247 4.55 3.50 4,00 &3 7 8 7 7 T . 7
Week ending July 25 53, 442 39,131 4.45 3.50 3.90 8 8 7 7 7 7 7 7+ 84
‘Week ending A LB R 46, 542 31,827 4.60 3.15 4.25 7 7 6 7 T G 7 9
Week ending Augnst 8..... 51,411 35,338 65 3.25 4.15 T 7 6} 7 5 7 9
Week ending 52,339 36, 671 4.75 3.15 4.25 5 8 (3 6 5 5 7 8
‘Week ending August 23.......... 57,460 40, 966 4.85 3. 60 3.90 5 53 (i1 6 5 il a 8
Week ending August 20...... 56, 002 39,085 4.90 3.50 425 7 G b 5 7
Week ending September 5.... 63,079 42,902 5.00 3.25 3. 60 8 7 7 i G T 7
Week ending September 12... 50,233 40,040 5.30 3. 06 3.85 8 7 7 T T 6 7 7 8
‘Week ending September 19.. 61,000 40, 357 5.10 3.00 3.25 7 7 8 8 (i 7 T
‘Week ending September 26 44,080 } 28,081 5.10 3.00 3.50 7 T 8 8 (1% T; 8 9
‘Week ending October 3. . 57,683 41,282 5.10 3.30 4.05 9 71 7 7 7 8
Week ending October 10. 55,833 38,413 5.15 3.10 3.70 9 8 7 8 7 8 10
‘Week ending October 17. 57,883 39,919 5.25 3.15 4.25 8 7 8 9 a9 7% 8 1
Week ending October 24. 56,608 39,350 5.15 4.10 3.35 7 9 B} T 8 9
Week ending October 31... 42,714 | 23,848 5.15 3.50 3.30 1 o 10 10 g; 9 1
Week ending November 7. 36,857 | 27,440 5.25 3.05 3.85 1 8 8 8 11
‘Week ending November 1 58,876 40,578 5.35 4.50 3.85 9 8 7 8 9 1
Week ending November 2 62,061 43,850 5.10 4.25 3.85 1 8 8t 8 9
‘Week ending November 28 42,390 28,936 5.35 4.25 3.00 7 9 T BE 11
Week ending December 5 54,950 38,637 5.60 4.40 3.75 i 8% 7 8 lgz
Week end 55,950 | 40,157 5.90 4.25 3.70 9 8 7 8 7 7 8 1
Week ending December 42,156 26,774 5.85 4.95 4.15 9 8 T T 7; 7 1
‘Week ending December 26....... 35,432 23,311 5.50 4.25 4.00 9 T 9 o 8 8 1
December26to December31, 1896.| 41,334 | 27,622 5.35 415 3.80 T 9 . 9% 8 B} 104

Total 1806, receipts of cattle at the stock yards, 2,600,746; slaughter, 1,782,420. Total 1805, receipts of cattle at the stock yards, 2,588, 558; slaughter, 1,803,466.
Farm animals and their products.
[Figures furnished by the Burean of Statistics, Department of Agriculture, except where otherwise credited. All prices on gold basis.]
LIVE STOCK OF COUNTRIES NAMED.
[Afriea Incompletely represented, thmu% lack of statistics for large arcas, Number of animals in China, Persia, A.&}lmlsian, Korea, Bolivia, Ecuador, Salvador, and
unknown, tatistics of

several less Important countries 'or Brazil, number of cattle alone estimated, but ronghly, In general, s cattle, horses, sheep, and swine much more
complete than those of other animals, as statements for the world.]

Cattle.

Country. Year. Horses. Mules. Sheep. Bwine.
Total. Dairy cows.

United States:

1008 71,267,000 21,194,000 | 19,992,000 | 3,860,000 | 54,631,000 | 58,084,000
1900 1,016,422 073,033 | 2,936,881 173,908 231, 30 1,818,114
1900 18 13 { i Bt 10
1900 102, 908 4 12,982 6, 506 102, 098 8, 057
1899 260, 225 73,372 58, 664 G, 985 6,363 66, 180
Total United States (except Phillppine Islands). . .....ccccccecesnsenscnsclensnnnnns 73,248,573 | 22,244,440 | 23,000,532 | 4,056,300 | 54,070,762 | 57,976,361
. e S A P S e A o G | | S YA R Rt E R i 1,248 oo S e LNy s
229,000 e111,084 63, 000 188, 52,000
2,880,503 1,106,984 672,781 1,324,153 1,906, 460

&21, 170,143 215,819 , 97! 200,
472,854 112,618 240, 121,200 123,916
950, 101,245 226,534 , 266 114,623
2,123,082 1,033,295 531,249 1,178,872 561, 866

7,187,033 | 2,035,360 | 1,949,949

e On farms, bIncluding mules and asses, ¢ Data for 1905,
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Farm animals and their products—Continued.
LIVE STOCK OF COUNTRIES NAMED—continued.

Cattle.

Country. Year, Horses, Mules. Bheep. Swine.
Total. Dairy cows.

NORTH AMERICA—continued.
Central America:

ua mearamsaEassasnanaas R R s Y L e s Rl

1007

PADAINA. ..vvnneenrnnnmmnnaancn

008 '«
1006 y Y
tserrat. e s U | e AT
Turks and Caicos Tsiands................... caeney 1908 L R
sesess| €1908 2,1?;,};8 dl 053, 847

easssanmaneraemenasastte e o et -ee-| 1906 s truevimawEesss

Gunddnupe.... ................ ()] 30,560 |..... Sy
Total North America. . .....ccuzomzcoozaemnnsn et p b ik (ol 90,397,085 |...... SO 26,425,888 | 4,462,355 | 61,624,503 | 62,268,581

SOUTH AMERICA.,
Argenting. .....c.cieiiiiiiinianas e e e e e
Brazil

Cu G ey e a F e S PR i A

5,374,170 544,870 77,582,100 | 2,844,000

561, 408 2,002 | 18,608,717 93,923
191,079 89, 186 176,668 | 1,618,214

7,354,976 | 945,555 | 100,400,461 | 7,186,048

seswssssassresressasssasertsassnn e nanenenn A e 1809

Total Bouth ADMIOR. . .0 xconesiens cnniorsmmemisssmmnsssssnnians s s Y vt

Austria-Hungary:
Austria 1900 9,511,170 | d4,740,152 | 1,716,488 20,323 2,621,026 | 4,682,654
6,605,365 | 13,400,724 | 2,308,457 1,011 8,122,682 | 7,330,343

PLAT M e £239,826 |......".... 3, 230, 720 662, 242

O T I e | 4,264,571 [ 22,234 | 13,074,428 | 12,675,230

1,788,328 889, 125 245, 212
a1, 506, 267 0442, R606 536, 616
1,840,406 | d1,089,073 486, 935
4T s 632
1,480,602 | d1,007,198 323,514
14,315,552 | d7,515,564 | 3,100,224
10,331,568 | d 10,456,137 4,207,:%
406,744
T e . e b i 1 I el i |l 30, 498
e e e B e e e N R R e s S T R g T 5, 672, 000

I.ux borg. . ..... IS SR e St Al U IO T N e T , 381
..... SR S e e R e T S E R R R 8,022
Hau S e A BT B B R A R e T e S M T e AT E e R e 60, 000
L T R e N T o L R AR P s e I3 - 7 1,690, 463
MR G cr i e R e T S A e e e e o e T o o 1900 030, 201
Portugal....... A ST ANy S T T e e 817,000
Boumanla. .....ococ.coacmnaaesis E R AN A T SR e 1900 2, 545,051 1, 709, 205

Russia: |
Russia proper............. o o e — s e ST B ¢ 31,004,840 |
T e s e e I S i e = SR 1006 2,414,618 |.
Northern Cancasil. . ... ..ccocmsaaccremnassscnannsans oA Tt 1906

Total Russia, EUrODean. .....cveeueunmnnanananns e R B T

040,114,500 | 10,372,036
2,817, 000 800, 470
96,057,954 608, 335

58,880,454 | 11,870, 841

g;l;'fs-u...................‘.......................‘.--....-.-u..u........... f%ﬁ g‘S,m ﬁ’g%:#; 1. 743 868
e e L e R A R e e e S e I U 7. 743,
Sweden. ......ooooin e S S s 2E 1908 %533’928 d1;703,857 | 554,999 l..co....... 1 :1‘:0?4,336 " 29, 538
iy I il R TS = 1906 1,497, 904 473.5.5?7 135, 001 3,136 200, 243

g r s SR e e S e L A L e i e S e o R e e 1, 000, 000 d 300, 000 000,000 |...cvavaanas 10,000,000 |{...........-

United Kingdom: .
R R R e e pera e S Y uf s e e e n e 1907 6,912,067 | w2,750,246
T A S e S s S Ve TS AR 1907 4,674,834 u 1, 560, 801
Isle of Man and Channel Islands.........ccee.-. e R e R AR | T 41,582 618, 039

26,115,455 | 2,636, 766
3,815,995 | 1,316,720
79,769 13,329
Potal Untbed KIGIGM - <o in e namsnesamns snmsarmmnnseszmsnnses vesesveseeniiavvesesss| 11,628,483 | 4,338,086 | 2,088,032 |............| 80,011,219 | 3,000,824

........ veseveean.| 127,423,308 |....o.........| 43,630,337 | 1,504,384 | 102,866,023 | 68,521,843

.................. 1006 | =89,083,810 | 425,223,557 | 1,445,060 55,684 | 921,554,456 |...........
.| 1906 BT SRRl ] R 95, 389 90, 405
1003 100:000. 1. s 52 20t I e e e i 709, 400

buflaloes, t Data for 1905.
b Data for 1903. m"‘"r"n mules and asses. u Cows and heifers in milk and with calf,
¢ On December 31 of preceding year. neluding asses; data for 1895, ¢ Used for agriculture and also unbroken.
dCows. Data for 1895, w Including native States, as far as officially shown,
e Census for 1809, n Census, December 31, 1900. Btatistics cover only 7 districts of Bengal, collected ba-
1 Official astimnl:e furnished by the French embassy o Cows, census, December 31, 1900. tween 1590 and 1900.
to the United States, under date of May 4, 1905. P E:m]udlug lambs, z Including buffalo calves.
¢ Data for 1904, ¢ Including gus.t.s. ¥ Of which 373,008 in Alwar include goats.
& Data for 1902. r Including
iCows over 1 year old, including buffalo cows. cincludlns COWS kept for breeding purposes.

aCows in 1004,

Huwe
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Farm animals and their products—Continued.
LIVE STOCK OF COUNTRIES NAMED—continued.

Country.

Cal

ttle.

Total.

Dairy cows.

Horses. Mules. Sheep. Bwine,

ASIA—continued.

g%gko’:ié.’.’IIIZZZIZZ::ZZZZZZ:""':Zi""'"'"'"""'"""""'""IZZIIZII

Japanese Empire:
Japan

Total Japanese EmPIre.cccuceecsenemcnccncmncqmassasns assmsanaaenasnnian

Oy e Wl b F S ey R e S e S T SR T

Iabuan............
Philfppine IsIABNAS, . . veenn e mven bt nantares e i o i o S Rl 1 e
Russia:

Central Asla (4 DTOVINOEE). cciiiii st iasaassermiansas fadned enaarasr
Siberla (4 provinces)

British East Afriea........ccveeuneenncnnnnenss P

(Iomnan S R A e e A R S s S S
%:Snan SDIJ.}]I“‘BSI;AIl'ica...“.‘........................ .......................
Mnuﬁtiusk-..._................................-......
MAYOIE. ... o rerrnrmrrrrras s n e
D R R e e S e e
Orange RIVEr COIONY .. .. oonennenoneensmnsnoonmneon
T e e e R e S e S O SRR S ST s 5
R s % s e i gl

Bevolinlbe. ool e a R PR T
Sierra Leone. .......... e e A ey e s R

Eeuthern Nizeria Oolony (Lagus).....‘..”-..‘.. ................

Sudan (AnglcrLgyptlan)u‘...................
Transvaal..... L R . A e

e e s S e e e

Total Africa......... S RN P o P R e AN enaab ki A

- OCEANIA.
Australia:

T S S g R TS e T s
New SBouth Wales....... B e B Rt Y SR D
g e g a L S boeteon Al L L o
Bowth Australla ... ccocicviiiria i ciamannirns S S et
et L, r B e IR L B B e S R R e
Tasmania. .. li.iiiilaeda M oG A ALy e

Total Anstralls o ol savsriza A S T
Britlsh New Gulnen. ..o oiiraciiiiitavisininvssssannmrsrsdzann

e e R e s e e
New Caledonia.... cccerrerrenraccnnan vavassmssssassersasateny e
Neéw Zealmnd g o3 it ca iRt T R S e LR S

otal DooBnIa. s e i soavsmiosrsaansbunivaiae
Grand todal . o e L, A e

1907 b5,
1906 1,077

..... J 650,645 |..eniiinnnns azas,osg 45,688

Cescasanmerwas 3 b 3 i atemeont IS e

1008 1,171,074
1005 « 08,528

33,164 | 1,372,422 |.......... wal 3,600 228,204
439,295 [ § [T O ET R 076, 327

cemenemen-| 1,269,602

72,440 | 1,372,490 |...... 3,500 | 1,204,531

1000 2,654,800
1906 2,000
1903 127,559

...... e I T ) et s S i e

cesesemannsres 144,171 200 30,428 1,179,371

1906 1,813,653
1906 3,708,010
1902 2,304,077
1903 2,343,000

...... 1,900,391 [............| €9,113,000 87,842
Bt el i R €3,773,000 767,079

...... 388,936 |.._.........| 6,302,258 309,470
ety | I R 5,443,000 186, 400

sssnsansns 10,250,640

S 6,955,190 |....oeeunnns 24,631,258 | 1,850,800

1,104,751
29 331
3, (Xl],llﬂ

35,812 |...cceencaas T e e
3,513 | eeecenennan 1,707 7102,000
...... B00,000 |.:......cc..| 45,000,000 |io.o.ionases

e 109,189,770

...... 11,249, 451 55,974 | 01,575,790 | 4,601,285

1906 1,064,685
1904 213,361

226,152 171,608 8,801,117 06,012
64, 621 026 92,794 7476
19 2 14,607 2,177

2,100, 000
114,848,795 385,945

1 1,851, 750

85,081 |...connn...
2,638 12 , 442 2,438
342, 608 r451 | 20,108,471 242,273

vensenssna| 11,810,204

1,366,020 | 2,115,545 1,303 | 103,807,163 | 1,062,540

S 1 420,552,211

...... 1 91, 658, 670 l 7,284, 604 | 586, 827, 485 \ 145, 374, 934

Country.

Year,

Buffaloes. Camels. . ‘ Goats. ' Reindeer.

NORTH AMERICA,

United States:
Contiguous—
L3728 o BRI SRS e el Fe e s e S
Not on farms........... S R R S R e

Noncontiguous—

L e e i e m i e W S e
Porto Rico.......

Total United States (except Philippine Islands). .......c.eeeererenennssesncananas

..... svasescasnss] 1900

sessessssesecsscsessonsannanaases] 1000

nswsssssascsasenness] 1000
1899

94,165
15,847

1,438
1,085

...... ssvvsasalsonsewennvensn 1,870,580 |..............
333

sesssssnnensaslocsaaannnn vens 78,858 |.ceeraeannnan

ccsmssnssssssslossnssssananas cesssssasssas

smsasmnanes el innennnn aeeaee A0, WL T RNt

a Including mules and asses. Excludlng the provinece of Jubaland.)

b Not less than 1 year old, 30 per cent may be added i Data for

TUN ¢ R e el - 3,005,508 11

1006,
for those less than 1 year old. :gotlncludhlgmglalainthspnmicm

¢ gon December 31 of preceding year,
i Data for 1003. m Official estimate

estates
1 Inclu asses; dammnm .

the French

7 Data for 1904. to the United States, under date of May 4, 1906.
Animals assessed for tribute and tax.

¢ Excluding animals owned by natives. n
XLIV—24

embasny

; l]gota Lp‘glrudlng northern territory; data for 1908,
a1

uding animals owned by Maoris,
e
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Farm animals and their products—Continued.
LIVE STOCK OF COUNTRIES NAMED—continued.
Country. Year Asses. Buffaloes. Camels. Goats. Reindeer.

NORTH AMERICA—continued.

Mexico

Newfonndland

West Indies:
British—Jamaica
Cuba

312,810 |
335,019

46,324
23, 855

1,447,049
2,775,523

257,669 |......
1,370,201 |,
38,084

232,515

1,100, 500
= RS 13, 500

1,114, 000

485, 955
2,385,664 |
560

350,013
20, 562, 123

555,800 |.
148283

ongkong.
Jnm Empire:
JAPALL. .. .oceconssmnaas

Fhilippine Tstand:
Russia:
Central Asia (4 provinces) 365, 000 P 000 | s
Siberia (4 provinees)...... 500 " 38, 700
Transcaucasia 17,122 TAB, OB oo s
206,000 20, 000
678, 622 2, 562, 086 58,700
et e ORI
1,115,721 40, 820, 558 58,700
201,752 | 3,959,854
saradmenna 1,625 |...

?8 511

aOnDecanberSlo! ¢ Of which 58,663 Alwar, Gwallor, and Marwar includes mules.
b Census for 1599, MO 2 ll(otleasthnnl Mpermtmayhnnddsdfwﬂmmleuthmlmuld.
¢ Official estimate furnished by the French embassy to the United States under date Carabaos.
of May 4, 1906. i Number of domesticated elephants returned as 2,036, -
d Data for 1902. & Excluding animals owned by natives.

¢ Census data December 31, 1900.
f Incl
distsicts of

Native States, as far as officiall
, collected between 1890 1000,

shown. Statistics cover only 7
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Farm animals and their products—Continued.
LIVE STOCK OF COUNTRIES NAMED—continued.

Country. Year. Asses. Buflaloes, Camels. Goats. . Reindeer.
AFRICA—continued.
British East Africa. Ay O e Sl e R i S 1906
.- 1904
1900
1905 1,
1907 03,
1905 66,
...... 1905 6,348
(d) 1,508
1908 1 724,428
1903 3,006 308, 920
........ (d) 1,916 4,156
1901 74 1,
........ b R 2,
1905 s 329,
1604 33,013
¢ 1905 97,890 !
..................... anscansnaw 750,316
Australia:
New Bouth Wales
uth Australia. .
Western Aus:
RS eEa
Total Australia...
1311 MR
New Caledonia.
New Zealand b, ..

e e e R e e LR s 2,806

QIO OBl o v e veenneessesnnesvennsessmsnnmsnnssnanssnsanyassans itnnadannetssiniotovasas . s,tm,m| m,sss,cm| 1,866,976
aData for 1906, - d Official estimate furnished by the French embassy to  f Including mules.
b Not including animals in the public service. the United Btates under date of May 4, 1906, # On December 31 ufpreeedingﬁur.
¢ On sugar estates only. ¢ Animals assessed for tribute and tax. A Including animals owned by Maoris.

FAILURES AND THEIR CAUSES.
[From Bradstreet's Journal, January 23, 1909.]

For many years past Bradstreet's has published weekly, monthly, and
yearly the results derived from and the lessons taught by its statistics
of commercial failures, the aim being to su];’)ply the business community
with necessary, if not exactly palatable, information regarding what
have been termed the * decrees of the courts of last resort in the busi-
ness world.” In bringing together this vast mass of information many
valuable data regarding the impelling causes of these trade disasters
have been compiled and published for the benefit of those who are will-
ing to learn from the experlence of others and profit by the lessons
taught therein.

Investigations by Bradstreet's over a period of years have demon-
strated that tendencles present within the individual himself are largely
responsible for four-fifths of all business failures, the remaining one-
fifth being due to extraneous conditions over which he has little, if any,
control. It has also been brought out that the amount of capital em-
ployed bears a direct relation to the success or fallure of the individual
traders, those with limited resources having the smallest chance of sur-
vival, as attested by the preponderance in the number having very low,
if any, ratings at the time of failure. By brlnglg::lg down these compila-
tions of the causes of failure, the capital employed, the rati assigned,
and the liabilitles of those fail to include the records of 1908, the
value of this investigation has naturally been enhanced. Believing that
last year’s happenings along these lines have special interest for the
business community, attention ls directed to a few leading facts, some
of them already published, regarding the fallure records of the year fol-
lowing the panic of 1907.

Nineteen hundred and eight, like its immediate predecessor, was a
year of extremes, but differed therefrom in that, after a very poor be-
ginning, recuperation and repair asserted themselves, with a natural
effect upon failures and failure damage. The number of casualties and
the liabilitles were allke the third largest on record, the number exceed-
ing all years but 1893 and 1896, while the liabilities were smaller only
than in 1907 and 1893. The openlnf month of the year witnessed the
largest number of failures, while September saw the smallest number of
suspensions and November the smallest liabilities. Every sectlon of the
country reported an increase in the casualties as compared with 1907,
but the West and the Northwest onl{ reported larger liabilities. The
percentages of assets to liabilities indicated a partial return to normal,
and while the commercial death rate advan and was the highest In
ten years, it was considerably below the records of years preceding 1898.
One conclusion’is that compromise and enlightened consideration, alike
for debtors’ and creditors interests, mitigated the worst after-effects of
the Eanic of 1907,

There were 14,044 failures of individuals, firms, and corporations re-
ported to Bradstreet's in 1908, with liabilities of $295,901,940 and
assets of $168,438,000. This marked an increase of 36.8 per cent in
the number over 1907 and of 49.6 per cent over 1906, but was a
decrease of 7 per cent from 1896, and of 9.4 gger cent from 1803. The
liabilities were 22 per cent smaller than in 1907 and 1893, but 133 per
cent larger than in 1906 and 20 i)er cent larger than in 1806. ’R:e
proportion of assets to liabilities in 1908 was only 56.9 per cent, as
ngafnst 75 per cent in the preceding year, 59.9 per cent in 15894 and 60.6
per cent in 1893. As there were 1,487,813 individuals, firms, or cor-
porations in business during the year., while 14,044 failures occurred,

the commercial death rate was ninety-four hundredths of 1 per cent, an
increase over 1907, when the percentage was seventy hun ths, and
over 1906, when the percentage was sixty-six hundredths. The increase

in the number in business over 1806, however, was 37

r cent, while
the death rate was forty-six hundredths of 1

tﬂer cent lower, and the

increase in number in business as compared with 18903 was 40 per cent,

while the death rate was over half of 1 per cent lower. Certainly there
is lack of evidence here that the yearly increase in the number in busi-
ness is bringing a proportionate gain in friction resulting in failure,

Several suggestions as to the causes for this shrinkage in the death
rate from other years of stress may be advanced. One is, that with
the greater relative enlargement of the number in business a permanent
lowering of the business death rate is taking place. Working toward
this end, of course, was the unquestioned fact that extensions of time
and compromises were influential in averting failure in 1907 and 1908
to an extent unknown in earlier years of stress. Of course, improved
afency reporting, resulting in conservative credit dgrunting, must be
fven due weight, because publicity will have failed of its purpose if
he improvements along this line are not to be credited with making
commercial life safer and longer. In this connection, the suggestion
made in these columns in previous years may again be advanced, viz,
that these and other improved conditions in the business world make for
a permanently lower commercial death rate, just as discoveries in
sclence, in medicine, and in surgery make for a smaller human mor-
tality.  Whatever the cause, however, the fact that the annual com-
mercial death rate in years like 1908 and 1907 was less than 1 per
cent and has never been above 13 per cent in any year completely gl‘;-
credits the tradition that the larger number of persons entering business
ultimately fail.

A FAILURE DEFINED.

Here it should be sald that Bradstreet's definition of a commercial
fallure is that there must be some loss to creditors of individuals, firms,
or corporations en@afed in legitimate mercantile occupations. Under
this classification fallures of professional men—such as physicians,
lawyers, and actors—as well as farmers, stockbrokers, real-estate deal-
ers, and old bankruptcles passing through the United States courts, have

no place. Any or all of the foregoing may be, in fact are, dissociated
from the ized commercial life of tl‘:'e country, and are not in-
cluded in Bradstreet's failure data. On the other hand, it should be

clearly borne in mind that these statistics do cover and include all
suspensions of banks and other strictly financlal Institutions, even if
these suspensions prove only temﬂorary. For these and other reasons
comparisons of the commercial-failure reports made up by Bradstreet's
with those issued by other concerns can not be properly made. Fail-
ures merely to succeed, without loss to creditors, are not embraced in
our data, because these are devoted to cases of Insolvency alone,

WHY MEN FAILED IN 1008,

Many years of experlence have shown that elght leading causes are
subjective and attributable to those who fall, while three others exert
their Influence from circumstances su];»erlor to the individoals them-
selves. These canses are grouped as follows:

A.—DUE TO FAULTS OF THOSE FAILING.

Incompetence (irrespective of other causes).

Inexperlence (without other lncompetence)).

Lack of capital.

Unwise nting of credits.

8 !n.t_{on ({outside regular business).
eglect of business (due to doubtful hablts).

Personal extravagance,

Fraudulent disposition of property.

B.—NOT DUE TO FAULTS OF THOSE FAILING.

%ﬁelﬂc conditions (disaster, ete.).
lure of others (of apparently solvent debtors).
Competition.
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In 1008 the eight factors first mentioned caused 77.5 per cent of all | a larger percentage of liabilitles than in 1007, but a s!!fhtly smaller

the failures, as against 81.1 per cent in 1907 and 79.7 per cent in 1906. | proportion than in 1908. The smaller proportion of liabilities than of

The three influences beyond individual control accounted for 22.5 per | number, due to Incompetence and inexperience, was In itself a test allke

cent of all the fallures, as against 18.9 per cent in 1907 and 20,3 per | of eredit reporting and of credit granting, Fraud, the fourth most

. cent in 1906, These percentages on their face indieate that the causes | notable cause of suspension, accounted for 11.5 per cent of all the

outside of the individuals themselves were more fatal last [vnur than in | failures in 1908, as against 10.1 per cent in 1907; but the &roport!on

the panie year; but in this connectlon it needs to be borne mind that | of liabilities dune to cause was only 6.9 per cent, whi may be

the Em.nic did not become acute until the last quarter of 1907, leav taken as indicating that knowledge of character may have limited

. the fullest effects of the disturbance, as regards the number of casual- | money loss to some extent. In 190& 10 per cent of the failures, but 16

ties, to be exerted In the year just closed. As rds the liabilitles, it Eﬁ)r cent of the liabilities, were due to this reason, and in this connee-

is found that 62 per cent were due to the indlvidual, as against 44.6 n it may be recalled that dishonesty caused a number of suspemsions
per cent in 1907 and 72.9 per cent in 1906, while 38 cent were from | of large financial institutions in the latter year.

causes beyond cnntrull as against 55.4 per cent In 1907 and 27.1 fef Of the 15,759 failures in the United States and Canada in 1008, 91.3

cent in 1006, Tt will be recalled that very large suspensions in the r cent had only very moderate or mo credit ratings at all. Those

last quarter of 1907 swelled the aa'ﬁﬁza e of fallure damage very ?:ﬂlng rated in good credit made up 8 per cent of all the fallures, and

largely. In 1803 73.6 per cent of the ures and 43.7 per cent of the | those in very good credit or higher made up only seven-tenths of 1 per

liabilities were due to the faults of those failing, while EB.M“ cent | eent of all failures. Compared with 1907, a slightly larger propor-

of the number and 56.3 per cent of the liabillties were attribu to out- | tion of the lower-rated concerns failed, these figures pointing to the

side Influences. }ri&erfdlstrlb:ltlon t!?fattga. gtrain mtmfﬁsz Plfhecﬁns ttgat amll;:dtr:g&r;i

t is fou r cent of a o0se W a 1
Failures, assets, labilities, and number in business yearly since 1881 | capital o‘rmfm,“{'he remaini ”s.s per cent beinq distributed throughout
rades, geee

e higher-eapital percentages also pointing to slightly
l.u.rfer mporgisn the smaller traders suspending than in 1907. The
Percent | ,.inqy | Total | Percent latter year, it will be recalled, saw some very {nstitutions hurt by
Year, | Number | increase | o jop, | Mabill- | assets | Number | Percent | the peute stringeney and complications of the latter part of that year.
failures. | orde- | mong, | ties, ([to liabillin business.| falling. | Of those failing in the United States and Canada, 57.3 per cent had
Crease. millions. | ties. less than 85.0% liabilities, the smallest percentage there is record of.
The figures indicate that the chief strain came upon the traders who
had over $5,000 but less than $20,000 liabilities, and also to the fact
1008 .| 14,044 +36.8 $168.4 $205.9 56.0 | 1,487,813 .M | that events of the two years made for a closer drawing of the lines of
1907.—4 10,265 + 0.8 287.9 883.7 7w 1,447,680 .70 | eredit among the smaller traders.
1006 9,385| -—5.9 63.1 127.2 50 1,401,085 .66
1006____| 9,967 — 4.8 65.0 121.8 53.3 | 1,352,947 18 IN CANADA,
1904} 10,417 + 6.5 5.7 143.6 52.7 | 1,807,746 .1
1903 | 0,7%5| —1.9 84.1 154.3 564.5 | 1,272,009 .76 Three-fourths of the 1,715 failures reported In Canada and New-
9021 9,978)| —6.3 50.4 105.5 47.7 | 1,238,973 .80 | foundland in 1908 were from causes inherent in or pr from the
01| 10,648 + 7.4 6.1 130.1 46.9 | 1,201,862 -8 | individual, while one-fourth were due to causes beyond the subject's
1900 9,912| + 28 60.1 | 127.2 47.2 | 1,161,630 .85 | control. Of the liabilities, totaling $17,582,304 in 1908, 86.8 per eent
1800 0,042 —16.9 60.1 110.8 50.1 | 1,125,873 .85 from the fail trader tmseir, while 13.2 per cent were be-
188 ___| 11,615 —11.2 3.1 141.6 51.6 | 1,003,373 1.06 | yond his control. Im 1 the p rtion of fallures due to fanlts of
1897 13,083 —13.3 86.5 158.7 54.5 | 1,086,056 1.20 | those failing was 86 per cent, and the share of liabilities so caused was
15,004 | +16.4 147.8 | 246.0 50.9 | 1,079,070 1.40 [ 92.4. In other words, after-panic stress was felt more strongly in
189 12,068 + 1.8 87.6 158.7 55.2 | 1,063,633 1.23 | Canada than in the United States in 1908, and outside conditions be-
1R04 ___ 12,724 -17.9 83.2 151.5 54.0 | 1,047,974 L.21 | yond the failing trader’s control seems to have had freer sway.
15,508 +61 21.5 882.1 60.0 | 1,060,014 1.46 | Among the causes of fallure lack of capital was preeminent, with 43.2
1892____| 10,270 =17.1 54,7 108.6 560.3 | 1,085,564 -9 | per eent of the failures and 59 per cent of the labilities pr
1891 12,304 +16.1 102.9 198.1 53.8 | 1,018,021 L.21 | therefrom, as against 52.5 per cent of the failures and 60.6 per cent o
1800____| 10,678 -9 02.7 175.0 62.9 080, 420 1.07 | the Habilities in 1907. Specific eonditions, the next most destructive
1889 11,719 | +10.T 0.5 140.7 50 978,000 1.20 | cause, was responsible for 22.9 per cent of the casualties and 11.2 per
1888 ___| 10,587 + 0.7 61.9 120.2 b2 955,000 1.10 | cent of the liabilities, as against 12.7 and 7 per cent, respectlvely, in
1887 9,740 - 7.8 64.6 130.6 [ 933,000 1.4 | 1907. Incompetence, the t most impertant cause, account for
86 .| 10,568 | — 4.0 b5.8 113.6 49 020,000 1.15 | 18.2 per cent of the fallures amd 15.6 per cent of the liabilities, a larger
1885....] 11,116 — 43 55.2 110.1 46 8OO, 000 1.25 | proportion in each case than was recorded in 1907.
1884 1 11,620 +13 134.0 248.7 54 875,000 1.82 The information upon which the foregolng data are based was pro-
13| 10,200 | 434 20.8| 175.9 855,000 1.20 | epred and distributed by the Bradstreet Company while acting in its
1882 | 7,635 +28 47.4 83.2 51 820,000 98 | o city as an autherity throush whose instrumentality credit is net
issi___] 5,029 8.9 6.0 a7 80,000 -6 on?; determined but fostered and its extension promoted wherever com-
] merce the activities of men. It should not be forgotten, how-
ever, that the source of that Information Is the business community
Lack of capital was, as usual, the most notable.predisposing cause | ftself, without whose cooperation the results attained could not have

33
ge
g
g
8

. t of the number being attribu been jeved ; and the nature and extent ef that cooperation refleet in
- tx.thxre{ ?:;?‘.; ppe:r c::nt in 1907 and 35.9 per cent Incom- | g s o way the confidence of the commercial community In the in-
petence, with 21.6 per cent of the number; Wl&mﬁ with 4 per | tegrity of purpose of the institution, in the character of its administra-
cent ; neglect, withgﬁpereent: ts, with 2 per cent, uon,mdmtge of the functions which have been assumed by
all clalmed relati ewer victims than in the aetual ug::lﬂc ear, | it in relation to the world. That confidence and that coopera-
while ¢ conditions, ch cover ous and mj{ﬁa tion have grown with the growth of this tion Itself in the more
mm sgmduced 18.9 per cent of the failures, as against 16. than half century of its existence, until offices of the Bradstreet
per cent im 1 Tandl‘?.SE;roentmlGO& Fallures of others and | Company, once confined to a few eastern cities of the United
undue competition also claimed a allxhttl_{‘larger pareentafn of the | States, now extend not only thro the territory of the great Re-
suspensions. While lack of capital was most important cause of | public, not omitting its latest acqu ons, in so far as they are com-
suspension, it was not, however, as hurtful as regards liabllities as | mercially et:gni!ﬂble. but into the Dominion of Canada, Mexico, Cuba
were specific eonditions, which accounted for 31.3 per cent of the ag- | and other islan the United I\In&dom. Aus , and, through its
te fallure as t 27.2 per cent due to lack of mpitﬁ. association with the Institute W. hlmmelgfens‘. throughout the entire
ghelxna rcentage marked a rease of the liabilities due to specific | continent of Europe. In a word, this insti exercises its functions
conditions from 1907, when the propertion was 51.7 per cent, it | as a guardian of solvepcy and disseminator of commercial information
was still heavily In excess of the portion of liabilities in 1!)01‘!Ei when | wherever a condition of settled order marks the secure extension of
the percentage was 17.9. Lack of capital, on the other hand, the sphere of civilization, of law, and of commerecial credit.

Proportion of failures to those in business for the past four years.

1908. © 1907, 1008. 1905.

‘umber | Number in| Number | Number in| Number | Number in| Number

Numbui.n ’fﬂlmz failing. | business. | falling. | business. | fafling.

808,714 | 4,801 | 38i130( 8,388 smeE7| 2,0 360,387 2,578

}aﬂdg‘n m% 1,332 | 18201 | 1,854| 15485 1,261 nzaw 1,401
onth 2030634 | 8462| es0as| 2m3| oY | 1087 : 2123
40318 | 2458 401.435| 1,804 088 | 1,857 880,214 1,810

Northwestern 170,082 763 | 166,624 607 | 163,200 658 | 158,529 747
Far western o,07 | 1,1% 89,835 653 87,023 653 80,870 430
Territories 6,278 39 24,408 131 22,739 129 21,410 129
4 1,487,813 | 14,044 | 1,447,080 | 10,265 1,401,985 | 0,385 | 1,352,047 9,067

R Doing Toow e 15| usleoa| 1,865 | ‘ulase | 1,280 | 114385 1,430
Total United States and Canada 1,606,688 | 15,750 | 1,563,882 | 11,680 | 1,514,347 | 10,624 | 1,467,282 | 11,307




Failures in the United States and Canada, classificd according to credit ratings, to Mabilitics, and to capital employed.
1908. 1007, km. 1005, 1004, 1003. 1902, 1001,
Num- | Per | Num- | Per Nunl- Per | Num- [« Per | Num-| Per | Num-| Per | Num-| Per | Num-| FPer
ber. | cent. | -ber. | cent ber.' | ecent, | ber. \Emn:-—-bu‘___ cent, | ber. | cent, | ber. | cent. | ber. | cent.
\-._\_ =
CREDIT RATINGS OF THOSE -
WHO FAILED.
Total number failures United
States and Canada. .- coeoeee| 15,759 | 100 11,680 | 100 10,624 | 100 11,897 | 100 11,592 | 100 10,733 | 100 11,068 | 100 12,027 | 100
Number failing which had
very moderate or no eredit
x i e e A e i S IR 14,388 | 01,8 | 10,693 | 90.0 | 9,615 90.56 | 10,447 | o.7 | 10,508 | 91.4 | 9,200 | B6.6 | 9,005 | BO.5 | 10,705 | 89
Numbar failing rated in good |
eredit_ .. 1,258 B8 914 7.9 883 8.8 B8G3 7.6 838 7.7 1,260 | 11.8 1,064 0.6 1,214 10.1
Number failing rated in w:nr
good credit or higher..._____| 118 5 | 143 1.2 ki) T -1 = 106 K] 174 1.6 99. 9 108 o
LIABILITIES OF THOSE WHO
FAILED,
Total number failures Unitcd
Tc?tta?tw and Canada. -1 15,759 | 100 11,680 | 100 16,624 | 100 11,897 | 100 11,592 | 100 10,733 | 100 11,068 | 100 12,027 | 100
9,028 | 57.8 0,983 59.6 | 6,660 | 62.7 7,426 | 65.2 7,281 | 62.8 6,817 | 63.5 7,480 | 67.6 8,000 06.6
e I e T 6,731 | 42.7 4,007 40.4 | 3,964 | 37.3 8,971 | 34.8 4,811 | 37,2 8,016 | 86.5 8,588 | 2.4 4,018 33.4
Total with £5,000 to $20,000
277 T e e W 4,020 | 31.8 3,360 280 | 2,078 28 8,008 | 26.4 8,143 | W 2,787 | 20 2,000 | 24.4 2,906 24.9
Total with §20,000 to $0,
70 T e BN SV D 1,152 7.3 751 6.5 042 ] 600 5.4 725 6.3 640 6 586 5.3 663 8.5
Total with $50,000 to $§100,000
Habiitiea. . .l ] 857 2.3 2.8 103 1.8 199 1.6 2 224 2.1 192 1.7 182 1.5
Total with §100,000 to $500,000
....................... 238 1.5 257 2.2 131 13 128 1.1 182 1.6 225 2.1 101 9 157 1.3
Total with £500, 000 to $1,000,000
Habiitiea. . . ... . ..........] 55 .8 .5 20 2 o7 3 b1} 2 31 8 10 .1 2
Total with §1,000, w00 labilities !
TV e T 34 2 35 3 (] .06 12 ) 1 5 § 12 Fs § b .06 7 .06
CAPITAL EMPLOYED BY THOSE
WHO FAILED,
Total number failures United
States and Canada._.....__..__| 15,759 | 100 11,630 | 100 10,624 | 100 11,397 | 100 11,502 | 100 10,788 | 100 11,068 | 100 12,027 | 100
Total with $5,000 capital or less.| 14,219 | 90.2 | 10,469 2 9,723 | 01.6 |10,4490 | 01.7 | 10,488 | 90.5 9,668 | 90.1 |10,280 | 98 11,022 1.6
mu w[th over £5,000 and less
¥ 764 6.6 642 ] 678 a T2 681 6.3 b2T 4.7 760 6.3
1.9 225 1.9 173 1.7 166 1.4 27 200 161 1.5 156 1.3
= 83 T 50 B 53 .5 84 o1 89 .B 61 .5 o4 .4
00
Uﬁ.ﬁ 3 75 -7 34 .3 a3 .4 50 ] 75 of 39 .3 4 -3
J .1 14 .1 2 .02 3 .02 2 .02 1 .1 1 .01 1 01
Total with §1,000,000 and over._, .8 12 A 2 R ot les, ea S 2 .02 2| e . 1 .01
Business failures classified as to causes.
EASTERN STATES.
Number. Assets. Liabilities.
Fallures due to— —
1908. | 1807, | 1806. | 1905. 1008, 1907, 1D06. 1905. 1008, 1907. 1006, 1005,
Incompet: 155 206 | 218 | 243 $494,213 $487,013 $545,085 500,061 | $1,260,860 | §1,157,374 ,148,402 L 411,082
Imexperience__....... 51 16| 12| 145 42,087 283,150 148,721 217,200 "109,096 670,422 " 481,271 " 527,809
Lack of capital ______ 892 769 657 686 2,013,199 5,452,074 2,757,047 8,251,007 7,230,262 10,011,460 5,790,471 8,717,768
Unwise credits. ... 33 39 38 248,768 460,066 100,164 180,242 74, 641,408 237,360 475,701
Failures of others______| 8 13 15 b4 8 74,77 892,012 504,529 182,545 185,874 1,480,375 920,630 416,672
Extravagance. ... U] 9 7 $ 5 12,024 82,100 5,100 36,025 60,528 74,039 53,000 Toa2
Negleet___________ | 21 20 18 47 54,663 26,602 111,483 74,839 118,212 74,783 202,165 211,748
Competition.________ 8 13 16 44 80,399 57,000 20,647 118,900 68,430 147,900 61,601 210,298
Bpecific conditions_____ 122 52 65 102 3,500,522 20,522,965 1,270,198 1,562,191 7,088,272 24,002,147 2,013,857 2,862,562
Speculation e 6 15 14 18 462,420 1,071,975 145,000 56,663 680,817 2,866,671 560,467 201,778
WERud s R = 50 62 n 9 130,204 175,188 816,465 188,320 410,481 540,008 783,423 548,257
Total -—f 1,332 | 1,314 | 1,261 | 1,401 8,163,126 20,461,045 5,004,349 6,458,603 17,045,046 41,575,622 12,256,456 15,181,677
MIDDLE STATES,
418 851 437 $3,806,854 $0,739,020 §2,004,248 $2,825,065 { $14,300,045 | $14,105,614 $5,196,214 , 800,
00| 2| 40 "414.292 400,143 582, 68,775 | 1,065,539 | 1,676,646 s | ¥ o
941 | 895 | THO| 14,801,201 | 19,345,521 6,152,304 4,325,058 | 27,850,007 | 88,741,495 | 12,917,418 8,036,857
64 57 21 30 2,586,584 7,187,658 42, 599,756 2,960,660 8,171,335 140, 1,128,250
Failures of cthm._..... 134 59 29 65 1,611,790 1,675,120 4,801,727 513,000 5,614,076 4,909,270 7,317,239 1,239,346
Extravagance ________] 53 20 17 34 o4, 545 64,805 96,817 183,688 577,481 258,478 346, 485,009
i AN SEEE S 69 53 62 304,818 578,009 206,483 88,139 748,006 1,008,256 718,328 276,953
Competiti 174 2| 14| 38 848,245 212,450 23,012 212,860 ,130,328 542,867 v 95,018
Specifie conditions..___| 1,173 { 1,006 | 1,002 037 45,199,805 | 112,227,708 8,647,257 8,501,432 65,117,082 | 124,801,080 602,263 8,861,755
Speculation....o......| 104 26 11 27| 4,580,113 441,400 88,638 2,480,087 | 11,808,077 1,288,528 257,074 5,428,215
Praud . .. 1,065] ®615] 48| 411 8,273,465 3,016,575 5,348,082 1,120,778 | 14,285,562 | 14,402,210 | 11,747,616 4,406,182
Total ___________| 4,801 | 8,388 | 2,920 | 2,878 77,600,232 | 154,889,000 23,083,318 15,030,518 | 147,004,743 | 204,583,208 50,266, 902 88,274,704
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Busginess failures classified as to causes—Continued.
SOUTHERN STATES.

Number. Assets. Liabilities.
Fallures due to—
1908, | 1907. | 1906. | 1905, 1908. 1907, 1906. 1905. 1908. 1907. 1906, 1905,
Incompetence..........| 828 540 | 488 | 557 3,620,274 | $2,601,344 | $1,774,406 | $5,406,008 | 85,908,136 | $4,300,482 | $3,570,825 | $6,664,101
Inexperience. ... J 1 138 93 £8 532, 7,328,734 855, 8,637,443 879,634 590,563
954 s02 | 62| 618 9,808,257 7,974,988 8,085,649 8,080,193 | 14,882,081 | 11,265,081 5,962,970 5,388,536
120 63| 126 128| 1,681,280 2,562,852 1,230,904 2,301,168 2,604,210 1,369,543 1,556,714
A e e e M e RS S B R
44 34 27 25 405,235 437, : . 1 : ; G
& 61 49 51 245,573 166,884 261,005 122,450 577,498 842,7% 875,563 235,406
Competition 31 21 30 29 172,484 178,728 104, 792 100,275 259,313 206,895 185, 181,521
Specific conditions..__| 807 28| 184 | 311 8,679,815 7,472,305 8,776,506 1,942,884 | 12,721,268 7,958,550 5,138,762 8,188,833
Speenlation........___| 18 16 20 15 104,367 2,712,772 i 1,166,804 570,439 8,468,928 565, 2,422,100
3 s E e M 238 196 | 174 | 210 1,272,511 599,429 f 075 2,648,235 1,747,991 1,521,422 1,747,296
Total. .| 3,463 | 2,218 1,027 | 2,128 | 27,836,160 | 83,158,804 | 11,750,520 | 15,300,044 | 43,576,004 | 42,511,920 | 20,415,801 | 23,552,508
WESTERN BTATES.
Incompetence. ... ....| 697 678 | 562 | 667  $5,827,750 | 4,468,206 | $3,865,041 | 5,464,190 | $9,810,044 | $7,051,014 | §7,024,685 | §8,195,042
Inexperience...........| 111 66| 61 50 1,809,331 304,333 192,271 343,420 2,854,307 677,808 870,302 546,306
Bs | B| % g simar) samm semus) swem) s esis) usem
NWIise cr e i ) v 4 . » » » » pdd ol
Failures of others..... 46 37 13 80 5,218,438 1,900,933 984,765 1,630,762 6,634,251 2,974,931 1,668,022 2,952,783
Extravagance......... 30 12 16 10 283,260 443 810 116,345 83,760 788,192 045,581 216,657 142,255
Negleet. ... s 47 23 24 48 178,417 07,316 102,750 151,279 384,024 181,827 351,460 275,826
Competition. . ........ 35 18 16 7 108,825 56,603 25,282 40,539 445,707 520,104 45,810 101,175
Specific conditions....| 208 12| 26| W6  1,022.600 | 28,412,120 1,164,846 777,286 8,273,896 | 27,003,488 2,208,358 1,308, 455
Specolation. ... 13 6 17 7 207,193 854,000 485,725 631,800 634,230 976,700 8,022,233 975,588
o e IR 72| 100 o7 565,397 587,277 2,713,254 963,220 1,885,562 1,208,654 5,870,783 1,066,121
Total-—— | 2,452 | 1,874 | 1,887 | 1,819 81,238,648 | 42,080,374 | 15,201,722 | 18,107,381 | 52,868,838 | 51,570,542 | 81,486,730 | 28,910,771
XORTHWESTERN STATES.
Tneompetentd. «ooeee-- y 250 232 | 234 | 986 | $8,906,004 $1,001,407 $1,006, 304 78,076 | §10,612,402 §1,965,976 | 1,714,018 |  $1,458,008
Inexperience. ... T4 62 65 70 210,623 283,010 286,723 162,605 383,181 523,708 484,111 252,024
Lack of cantial. | 20| 23| o8| 123600\ LOLSE| LLOB| U012 |  27E@ | 2400 287210 | 3,263
nwise en 8. .- # 03 58, 202 4y 0 0 0
orra S e B B R T B B R
Extravagance.... - L] v . ' ' » » 04 480,958
Neglect. ... 43 54 a8 27 121,529 178,664 50,858 2,400 250,511 400,392 159,802 179,023
Competition....._...-. 1 5 4 3 3,000 38,520 36,270 14,866 4,500 100,878 67,861 27,800
Specific conditions.._.. 8 Bl 4 56 952,556 5,151,994 1,259,506 1,028,911 1,494,780 6,236,250 1,738,557 2,000, 420
Speculation. ..._...... [ F 4 2 250, 551 510,000 89,500 65,000 423,424 1,110,000 159,000 97,800
DO e 60 55 390 55 229,777 278,425 84,920 263,501 458,138 572,684 289,551 634,451
Tota)yy o=h ol 763 697 | 638 | T4T| 12,008,854 9,256,870 4,625,651 6,074,558 | 16,207,851 | 14,175,152 7,852,364 9,837,458
FAR WESTERN STATES -
Ineompatence. .......-.|  5l4 185 | 100 | 2924 | 3,288,424 | $2,018,087 $415,064 $8348,508 | 85,410,706 | 83,878,040 $663,741 | ®,515,
Inexpericnee. .. .oueeees 44 16 56 6 139,319 23,816 03,540 175,306 258,900 65,876 171,683 g
{,n(!ktnf c;r&iliﬂ.-_m_ swg s;; lslag zg 2.92;,% 2.@3.@ %ﬁ l.lég.gg ﬂ,g,ﬁg s.sgg.;ﬁ 1,m,g¥; z,ir.g,m
1 se ¢ Beemannnns 13, » ' » ' .
hregiesoo 8| 3| Gl ) BRI %Wl ose) gm) opml wm) em) s
Extravaganee.... & ¥ " A B v » 4 50,
s o 44 s ogl el gmlo gl gml ogat mml | sisl wm
Competition 4 ' 3 ’ - 52,333 90,458 126,
Specifie eonditions.- 150 79| | 40| 4153254 | 7,308,448 600,241 83,285 | 3,810,400 | 8,689,308 958,738 154,186
Speculaiion 14 1 4 9 x 8,509,210 4,525 15,465 L300 9,595, 035 11,840 42,092
 a L PR 0 a2 20 0 280,847 173,574 89,268 61,443 637,580 830,857 114,895 148,317
Total..oooooonead 1,156 | 658 | 653 | Y80 | 11,192,828 | 16,977,387 2,005,244 2,502,077 | 17,116,665 | 26,666,712 4,063, 409 4,885,371
TERRITORIES,
Incompetencs. 16 50 48 34 £00,020 $273, 756 $132,652 121,478 144,676 £107,805 523 £220, 407
e et 5 5| Lgi e 32,400 106,000 12,408 20,505 54, Teso| T 172
Lack of eapital. 8; lg li 96,755 110,218 g% m;.% 98, 454 1?2,853 80,084 237,026
Unwise eredits.... s ’ 32,700 4,400
Fallures of others.. 1 1,275,000 et o ol b0 NN - oo
Extravagance. ... 1 'é § ; 2,000 = g g.?_?g 2.% 6,000 - g ;g.ﬁg 12,881
e ehioa 24l 5 3,600 2,400 7,919 6,650 1600
Specific oonditious._._. 5 16 13 T 12,072 108,705 65,900 19,808 17,878 142,940 04,687 81,650
1 1 5] AT 2 40,000 22,000 |..o.a-- B 26,700 55,000 000 L 26,700
1 15 30 20 1,500 218,000 151,362 274,475 ¥ 837,800 246,876 480,995
Total.oooeoeoo| 89 19 | 120 | 120 274,747 2,144,825 458,525 504,844 482,708 2,660,408 841,830 1,090,368
SUMMARY—UNITED STATES.
2,318 | 2,001 | 2,428 | §26,063,580 | §21,574,688 | §0,743,680 | $16,225,783 | $47,546,040 | 933,622,204 | $19,657,008 | $96,278,527
508 | 457 | 481 3,180,251 8,729,186 1,520,516 1,343,245 5,128,150 | 12,420,408 2,760,234 2,604,858
8,807 | 3,370 | 8,520 | 44,003,318 | 42,171,676 | 19,577,813 | 20,646,240 | 80,496,462 | 70,458,104 | 89,842,381 | 40,144,707
236 | 244 | 846 6,767,761 | 10,565,453 1,381, 3,801,433 | 10,832,390 | 11,673,021 2,652,500 5,100,948
gl m) f2) ) Gmam) rme) cwml gol Gmm) ass) dEw
travagance. ' . 707, 2306, 970, L0041, 1,635,1
ﬁ:xfect-i---#_. 299 251 | 208| 285 989,050 | 1,113,476 955,047 600,164 2,121,457 2,120,320 1,836,484 1,,33
Competition._____..... 256 137 10 152 1,273,653 563,101 253, 662 0, 254 4,969,452 1,467,877 537,470 1,005,905
Speeific conditions. ... 2,610 | 1,674 | 1,628 | 1,620 | 64,510,714 | 181,202,344 | 11,674,844 9,815,707 | 98,523,076 | 198,444,000 | 22,925002 | 18005 362
Speculation 152 69 70 75 5,813,813 8,651,857 1,166,633 4,481,100 | 13,718,287 | 18,851,858 4,576,734 9,195,198
Froaud. . .--ce-eaeeeeeeo| 1,608 | 1,086 | 938 | 019 | 5,853,701 ,338, 9,389,102 8,816,807 | 20,201,588 | 19,544,204 | 20,574,566 9,940, 619
Total ooooooono-{ 14,044 | 10,265 | 9,885 | 9,067 | 168,438,000 | 267,067,944 | 63,146,320 | 65,087,985 | 205,001,040 | 553,711,658 | 127,178,402 | 121,771,042
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Business failures classified as to causes—Continued.
SUMMARY—DOMINION OF CANADA, NEWFOUNDLAND, AND ST. PIERRE AND MIGUELON.

Number. Assets, Liabilities.
Fallures due to—
1908 1907, | 1006. | 1905. 1508, 1907. 1906 1906. 1908, 1907. 1906. 1905.
Incompetence........| 312 204 | 208 | 957 | 1,457,702 $058, 655 $378,185 | $1,633,436 | 92,740,340 | £1,700,060 | §1,598,086 | 23,330,010
Inexperience.. . ____ 48 50 41 50 156,02 223, 560 250,238 1,045,985 383, 420, 527,620 1,885,226
Lack of eapital. ______ 740 77 626 700 4,875,000 8,142,275 2,266,775 2,787,080 10,874,146 7,106,795 5,089,814 6,297,440
Unwisecredits_________ 18 1 13 6 105,062 91,717 90,100 47,600 178,725 156,748 168,227 105,100
Failures of others...._ 21 12 14 12 106,200 18,300 101,200 76,300 A 68, 346,385 180,790
Extravagance. . 7 8 9 14 74,425 19,900 52,175 49,602 116,314 62,5678 20,285 77,841
Neglect. ] 63 41 o4 219, 565 168,410 52,004 145,676 895,888 433,870 111,901 678,147
9 5 9 11 57,050 4,500 12,213 11,650 106,100 11,152 27,498 28,172
304 174 168 104 039,205 874,416 302,766 526,060 1,973,934 825,660 034,261 1,040,700
9 16 g 4 114,000 108,200 26,600 19,000 241,780 221,606 77,254 110,543
101 106 108 118 163,010 173,765 182, 760 241,062 816,580 649,275 620,834 736,216
1,75 | 1,865 | 1,239 | 1,430 7,770,207 5,276,608 4,305,076 8,584,191 17,082,304 11,735,272 9,450,008 13,870,700
Percentages of number of failures and liabilities in the United States and Canada in 1908, 1907, 1906, and 1905, clussified as to causes.
United States, per cent. Canada, per cent.
Fallures due to— Number. Liabilities. Number. Liabilities.
1908. 1907. | 1908. | 1005 1908, 1907 1906, | 1905, 1908 1907 1906, 1905. | 1908 1907 1906 1906,
Incompetence 21.6 22.6 2.3 24.4 18 8.9 15.5 1.6 18.2 14.9 16.4 18 15.6 15.3 18.2 241
Inexperience. 4 4.0 4.9 4.8 1.8 8.2 2.2 2.1 2.8 3.7 8.3 3.5 2.2 3.6 5.6 9.8
Lack of eapital 3.2 7.1 35.9 33.4 27.2 18.4 30.9 a3 43.2 62.5 0.6 65.2 o9 0.6 53.9 45.4
Unwise credits. . oo 2 2.3 2.6 3.6 3.7 3.1 2.1 4.2 1 8 1 .4 1 1.3 1.8 =
Fallures of others. . _____________. 1.8 1.4 2 2.2 b 8.3 8.8 4.5 1.5 .9 1 B 1.4 .5 8.7 .9
Extravagance b 8 9 1 1.1 .9 B o 1.2 4 .6 g 1 T 5 8 b
Neglect 2.2 2.6 2.2 2.9 B 5 1.5 1.1 8.2 4.6 3.3 4.5 2.3 8.7 1.1 4.9
Qompetition 1.8 1.2 1 1.5 1.7 .4 -4 9 .5 -4 o .8 .8 .1 .8 .2
Bpecificconditions_____________| 18,9 16.8 17.3 16.8 81.3 517 17.9 15.6 2.9 12.7 13.8 7.3 11.2 7 9.9 7.6
Speculation 1 T B 2 ) 4.7 4.9 8.6 7.7 .5 1.2 .8 3 1.4 1.9 .8 .8
Frand 11.5 10.1 10 9.2 6.9 5.1 16.2 8.2 5.8 v B.7 8.2 4.6 5.5 6.6 5.3

CAUSES OF FAILURES.
[From Bradstreet’s Journal, January 25, 1908.]

For many years st Bradstreet's has published very fully the re-
sults derived from statistics of commercial failures, the aim being
to supply the community which it serves with necessary, if not exactly
imlata le, information regarding what might be termed the ** decrees of
he courts of last resort in the business world.” In bringing together
this vast mass of information much wvaluable data regarding the im-
ling causes of business disaster have been compiled, and likewise pub-
ished, for the benefit of those who are wllling to learn from the
experience of others and profit by the lessons taught.
vestigations by Bradstreet’s over a long period have demonstrated
that tendencies present within the individual himself are responsible
for four-fifths of all business failures, the remaining one-fifth being due
to extraneous conditions over which he has no control. It has also
been brought out that the amount of mmt.nl employed bears a direct
relation to the success or failure of the individual traders, those with
limited resources having the smallest chance of survival, as attested
by the preponderance in the number having Inconsiderable ratings, if
any, at the time of fallure. By bringing down these compilations of
the causes of fallure, the ratings assigned, and the liabilities of those
failing to include the records of 1907, the value of this investigation
has been very greatly enhanced by the special Incidents of that year.
Believing that last year’s happenings have special interest for the busi-
ilas}a_ community, attention is directed to a few leading facts regarding
[

A GLANCE BACEWARD.

Last year was a period of extremes—of immense activity in trade
at the beginning, but with financial stringency, Iﬁnle. depression, and
industrial stagnation marking the last quarter. rtn§ the year 10,265
individuals, firms, or corporations demonstrated their inability or their
indisposition to pay thelr creditors in full, this belng an increase of
9.3 per cent over 1906 and of ,Z.%Per cent over 1905, but a decrease of
1.5 per cent from the total of 1 . 'The number of failures, therefore,
did not show any sharp divergences from the number reported in recent
previous years. Compared th the precedjn& nic year 1803, a de-
erease of per cent was shown ; but the liab , owing to the occur-
rence of a number of large suspensions in the closing months of the
year, agimxnted $383,700,000, a sum three times that reported in 1906,
and slightly exceeding the total recorded in 1893, hitherto the record
year in this respect. That special s was exerted upon otherwise
apparently solvent concerns by the events of the year, especlally as it
neared the end, is made ‘fal#m by the fact that the assets of the in-
volved concerns totaled § 900, , or 75 per cent of the labillties,
ggogg'alnst a percentage of 50 in 1908, of 59.9 in 1806, and of 60.6 in

BRADSTREET'S BUSINESS MORTALITY TABLES.

ite the stress in 1907, and the fact that there were 1,447,680
individuals, firms, or corporations in business then—a gain of 3.3 per
cent over 1906 and of 32 per cent over 1898—only seventy hundredths
of 1 per cent of these fafled, as against sixty-six hundredths in 1
and seventy-three hundredths in 1905. TUp to 1907 the mortality had
dropped steadily year bwear from 1896, but lea out 1906 the com-
merc eath ra was the lowest reco

1 death rate in 1807 the 1 t rd
are not far to seek. The full force of the convulsions o

ally upon the smaller concerns, could hardly have been in
at IY% and the harvest of small and large failures alike since Janu-
ary 1, 1908, lends eolor to this view. Among the apparent causes for
a decreasing commerclal death rate is the fact that improved credit

©

reporting, resulting in comservatism in the extension of ecredit, worked
for a smaller ble mortality ; in addition, the suggestion made in

columns previous years may again be advanced, namely, that
these and other improved conditions in the business world act as an
effective check on the commercial death rate, just as discoverles in sci-
ence, in medicine, and in surgery are constantly accomplishing a redue-
tion in the rate of human mortality. Moreover, the fact that the
annual commercial death rate is less than 1 per cent, and has never
been above 1§ per cent, disproves the tradition that the larger number
of rsons entering business ultimately fail, and consequently this
tradition can be pronounced both untrue and misleading.

A FAILURE DEFINED.

Here it should be said that Bradstreet’s definition of a commercial
failure is that there must be some loss to creditors of individuals, firms,
or corporations en ed in legitimate mercantile occupations. Under
this classification, failures of professional men, like physicians, lawyers,
and actors, as well as farmers, stockbrokers, real-estate dealers, and old
bankruptcies Pasain}z through the United States courts, have no place.
Any cor all of the foregoing may be, in fact are, dissociated from the
recognized commercial life of the country, and are not included in
Bradstreet’s failure data. On the other hand, it should be clearly
borne in mind that these statisties do cover and include all suspensions
of banks and other strictly financial institutions, even if these suspen-
slons prove only temporary. For these and other reasons, comparisons
of the commercial fallure reports made up by Bradstreet's with those
issued by other concerns can not be properly made. Failures merely
to succeed, without loss to creditors, are not embraced in our data,
because these are devoted to cases of insolvency alone.

WHY MEN FAILED IN 1007.

Many years of experience have shown that eight leading causes
are su tive and attributable to those who fall, while three others
exert ir influence from circumstances not made by the indlviduals
themselves. These causes are grouped as follows:

A.—DUE TO FAULTS OF THOSE FAILING.

Incompetence (irrespective of other causes).

Inexperience (without other incompetence).

Lack of capital.

Bpscaistion. (ouisils segiar busts

on (outside r ess).
eglect of business (due to doubtful }mhlta}.

Personal extravagance.

Fraudulent disposition of property.

B.—XNOT DUE TO FAULTS OF THOSE FAILING.

Specific conditions (disaster, ete.).

!-*‘ailure of others (of apparently solvent debtors).

Competition.

In 1907 the eight factors above mentioned caused 81.1
the failures, as against 79.7 per cent in 1906, while the three causes
beyond control of the individual indnced 18.9 per cent of the failures,
as agalnst 20.8 &er cent in 1906. Thus the individual was apparently
more to blame 1807 than in 1908, so far as the actual casualties
were concerned; but when the figures of llabilities are considered it is
found that the three causes gmped in the second classification were
responsible for 55.4 fver cent of the fallure damage, as against only 27.1
per cent In 1506. n 1903, 26.4 per cent of the faflures and 5&{3 per
cent of the liabilities were due to these three canses. When it is con-
sidered that }5 depression of 1893 was distributed thm:fhout the yea
from the spr onward, while that of 1907 occurred and became wide-
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spread late in the
cen

tages of th

ear, the variation from 1803 as regards the per-
@ num tood.

of casualties is easily unders
Failures, esscts, liabilitics, and number in business yearly since 1881.

Tnerense | Actual [Total tia.| Per cont
nerease riua 0] a-
Year. | FPEr |(+)or de| assets, | bilities, | 2856tS to| Number in) Per cent
*| crease | millions.!| millions. biliti v =
(-). 8
10,265 + 9.3 $287.9 $383.7 73.0 | 1,447,680 .70
9,883 — 5.9 63.1 127.2 50.0 | 1,401,085 .66
9,987 — 4.8 65.0 121.8 53.3 | 1,352, 47 .78
10,417 + 6.5 5.7 143.6 52.7 | 1,307,746 .79
9,775 —1.9 84.1 154.8 54.5 | 1,272,000 .78
9,078 — 6.3 B0.4 105.5 47.7 | 1,238,973 .80
10,648 + 7.4 61.1 130.1 46.9 | 1,201,852 .88
9,012 4 2.8 60.1 127.2 47.2 | 1,161,639 .85
9,612 —16.9 60.1 119.8 50.1 | 1,125,873 .85
11,615 —11.2 78.1 141.6 51.6 | 1,008,373 1.06
18,083 —~13.3 85.5 158.7 54.5 | 1,086,053 1.20
15,094 +16.4 147.8 246.9 50.9 | 1,079,070 1.40
12,958 + 1.8 87.6 158.7 56,2 | 1,053,633 1.28
12,72 | —17.9 83,2 151.5 54.0 | 1,047,974 1.21
15,508 +51.0 231.5 882.1 62,6 | 1,079,014 1.46
10,270 | —17.1 54.7 108.6 50.3 | 1,085,564 9
12,894 | +16.1 102.0 | 1.1 53.8 | 1,018,021 1.21
10,673 — 0.0 92.7 175.0 52.9 089,420 1.07
11,719 +10.7 70.5 140.7 50.0 978,000 1.20
10,587 + 9.7 61.9 120.2 562.0 955,000 1.10
1887 ) 0,740 - 7.8 64.6 130.6 50.0 933,000 1.04
1886....| 10,568 — 4.9 55.8 112.6 49,0 920,000 =iy
1885.... 11,116 — 4 55.2 119.1 46.0 890,000 1.25
1884 __.. 11,620 +13.0 134.6 8.7 54.0 875,000 1.52
1888..... 10,299 +34.0 90,8 175.9 52.0 853,000 1.20
1882.... 7,835 +28.0 47.4 03.2 51.0 £20,000 .98
1881..... 5,929 85.9 76.0 47.0 780,000 W76
Lack of capital, as usual, was the most notable predisposing cause of

failure, 37.1 r cent of all the casualties being due to this.
“worth noting that this cause has shown a steady rise year by year since
1904, and the percentage covered by it is, in fact, the highest reported
since 1801. However, the liabilities due to this cause were not so large

s In the preceding year, and, indeed, this cause fell to second place as
regards liabilities resultfng therefrom, being supplanted by specific con-
ditions, which, while inducing only 16.3 per cent of the fallures, as
against 17.3 per cent in 1906, were responsible for 51.7 per cent of the
liabilities, as afahmt only 17.9 per cent in 1906. The liabilities due to
lack of capital aggregated only 18.4 per cent of the 1907 total, as
against 30.9 per cent in 1906. Incompetence, which was credited with
causing 22.6 per cent of the casualties, was responsible for only 8.9 Per
cent of the liabilities, as against 15.5 per cent in 1906. The unsettling
events of the last quarter may here be said to have warped the
tions of the liabilities assignable to the varlous causes, while leavin
the percentages as regards number of failures at about the normal.
Fraud, the cause fou in relative prominence, brought about 10.1 g}er
cent of the failures—a proportion, by the way, which changes little
from year to year—but resulted in omnly 5.1 per cent of the liabilities,
The large proportion of liabilities due to this cause in 1006—15.1 per
cent—was occasioned by dishonesty, affecting the suspensions of some
large financial institutions ; and it may be said with apparent truth that,
takﬁng normal years, the loss from fraud is smaller relatively than the
number of fallures ascribed to it. The other less Important causes
showed few changes, as will be seen by reference to the accompanying
tabular exhibit.

It is

ropor-

Proportion of failures to those in

SOME TESTS OF CREDIT GRANTING AND REPORTINU.

The collated figures of the capital employed by those who falled in
the United States and Canada in 1907 show that 10,469 out of 11.630
failures, or 90 per cent, were of those with $5,000 capital or less. This
compares with 91.5 per cent in 1906, and it is the smallest pro*)ortion
reported since 1807. Those with over $5,000 and less tham $20,000
ecapital numbered 764, or 6.6 per cent, the largest percentage reEorted
in eleven years, though closely apPruached in 1904 ; and those with over
$20,000 but under $50,000 capital falling numbered 225, or 1.9 per cent
of all, a percentage not equaled since 1904, These figures indicated that
the larger concerns were hit relatively harder by the troubles of 1907
than wére the smaller ones; and it may be sald that business mortality
in that year, figuratively speaking, chose shining marks. 'I'his becomes
clearer when the large number of concerns falllng with a capital of
_$1,000,000 or over is considered. Of these there were 12, A number not
equalea since 1893. It is also found that there were 10,573 fnlilllf con-
cerns, 90.9 per cent of all in this country and Canada, which had only
a very moderate or no credit rating at all, while those In good credit
made up 7.9 per cent of all falling, and 1.2 per cent were raied In
very good or a still higher credit. e compilation as to the liahilities
of those who failed shows that 50.6 per cent owed less than $5,000, as
against 62.7 per cent in 1906, while 40.4 per cent of those falling had
liabilitles of $5,000 or over, as against 37.3 per cent in 1006. 'This in-
dicates the percentage of those with minimum liabilities to have been
the smallest reported since 1893, when 58.9 per cent in that class falled.
These latter statistics again point to what has already been Indicated,
viz, that the small trader and the one possessing the least ability to
obtain credit escaped, in 1907 at least, the fullest effects of the con-
vulsions.

IN CANADA.

There were 1,365 fallures In Canada, Newfoundland, 8t. Plerre, and
Miquelon in 1907, with linbilities of $11,735,272 and assets of $5,276,-
698. This marked an increase of 10 per cent in number and of 24 per
cent in liabilities as compared with 1906, and the percentage of assets
to liabilities was 44.9, as against 45.5 per cent in 1906. Lack of capital
caused 52.5 per cent of these failures, as against 50.6 per cent in 1908,
and accounted for 60.6 per cent of the llabilities, as against 53.9 per
cent in the preceding year. Incompetence, the next cause in point of
fatality, provided 14.9 per cent of the number and 15.3 per cent of the
liabilitles. These two causes, both faults of those falling, therefore
effected 67.4 per cent of the fallures and 75.9 per cent of the liabilities.
Specific conditions, the third cause in order—one, however, beyond con-
trol of the individual—accounted for 12.7 per cent of the number and T
per cent of the liabilities, but this eause, like incompetence, was not so
fatal or so damaging as in the year 1906.

The information u which the foregoing data are based was pro-
cured and distributed by the Bradstreet Company while acting in its
capacity as an authority through whose instrumentality credit is not
on?;: determined but fostered and its extension promoted wherever com-
merce engages the activities of men. It should not be forgotten, how-
ever, that the source of that information is the business community It-
gelf, without whose cooperation the results attained could not have been
reached. The nature and extent of that cooperation reflect in a striking
way the confidence of the commercial community in the integrity of pur-

se of the institution and the character of its administration in the

ischa of the functions which have been assumed by it in relation to
the business world. That confidence and that mol)eration have steadily
grown with the growth of the organization itself in the more than half
century of its existence until the offices of the Bradstreet Company,
once confilned to a few large eastern cities in the United Btates, now
extend not only throughout the territory of the great Republic, not
omittlng its latest acquisitions in so far as they are commercially
cognizable, but into the Dominion of Canada, Mexico, Cuba, and the
Islands of the sen, the United Kingdom, Australasia, and, through its
association with the Institute W. Schimmelpfeng, throughout the entire
Continent of Europe. In a word, the institution exercises its functions
as a guardian of solvency and disseminator of commercial infermation
wherever a condition of settled order marks the secure extension of the
sphere of civilization, law, and commercial credit.

business for the past four years.

1907. 1906. 1905, 1004,
Number in | Number | Number in| Number | Number in | Number | Number in| Number
business. | falling. | business. afling. | business. | failing. | business. | failing.
884,139 3,383 372,517 2,020 A 2,878 848,663 3,041
118,261 1,314 115,485 1,261 112,919 1,491 100,919 J,691
263,48 | _ 2,713 250,207 1,027 238, 2,123 229,084 1,767
435 1,874 806,818 1,837 380,214 1,819 568,850 2,287
166,624 6o7 163,201 658 158,529 T4 154,885 85
, 835 6563 87,028 658 80,870 780 74,585 64
Liig e ol e S WL LD T Sl DI R S S S 2 L S Rt D e it} 24,408 131 22,729 120 21,410 129 21,780 132
Total, United Blates.....ocnernrdnamana oo S A SO Rl 0 T T 10,266 | 1,401,985 9,385 1,852,047 9,967 1,307,746 10,417
Oanada. ... il - e R 16,202 1,365 112,362 1,238 114,335 1,430 110,615 1,176
Total, United States and Canada... ¢ .| 1,563,882 | 11,630 | 1,514,347 | 10,624 | 1,467,582 ! 11,897 i 1,418,361 11,502

APPENDIX B.
Exmierr A.
LEATHER SCHEDULE IN THE DINGLEY TARIFF BILL.

437. Hides of cattle, raw or uncured, whether dry, salted, or pickled,
15 per cent ad valorem : Provided, That upon all leather export made
from imported hides, there shall be allowed a drawback equal to the
amount of duty pald on such hides, to be ?ald under such regulations as
the Secretary of the Treasury may }in'escr be.

438. Band of belting leather, sole leather, dressed upper, and all other
leather, calfskins tanned or tanned and dressed, kangaroo, sheep, and
goat skins (including lamb and kid skins), dressed and finished, chamois
and other skins, and bookbinders calfskins, all the foregolng not spe-
cially govlded for in this act, 20 per cent ad valgfem; skins for mo-
rocco, tanned but unfinished, 10 per cent ad valorem ; patent, japanned,
yarnished, or enameled leather, weighing not over 10 gounds 1 dozen
thides or skins, 50 cents per pound and 20 per cent ad valorem; if

welghing over 10 pounds and mot over 25 pounds per dozen, 30 cents
per pound and 10 per cent ad valorem ; if weighing over 25 pounds per
dozen, 20 cents per pound and 10 per cent ad valorem ; planoforte
leather and pianoforte action leather, 35 per cent ad valorem ; leather
shoe laces, finished or unfinished, 50 cents per gross palrs and 20 per
cent ad wvalorem ; ts and shoes made of leather, 25 per cent ad
valorem : Provided, That leather cut Into shoe uppers or vamps or other
forms, suitable for conversion into manufactured articles, shall be
classified as manufactures of leather and pay duty accordingly.

GLOVES.

439. Gloves made wholly or in part of leather, whether wholly or
partly manufactured, shall pay duty at the following rates, the lengths
stated in each case being the extreme length when stretched to their
full extent, namely :

440. Women’s or children's * glace” finish, Schmaschen (of sheep
origin), not over 14 inches in length, $1.75 per dozen pairs; over 14
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inches and not over 17 Inches In length, $2.25 per dozen pairs; over
17 inches in length, $2.75 per dozen pairs; men's * glace” finish,
Schmuschen (sheep), $3 per dozen pairs.

441. Women's or children's * glace " finish, lamb or sheep, not over
14 inches in length, $2.50 per dozen pairs; over 14 and mnot over 17
inches in length, $3.50 per dozen pairs; over 17 inches in length, 34-50
per dozen palrs; men's * glace” finish, lamb or sheep, $4 per dozen

pairs.

442, Women's or children's * glace " finish, goat, kid, or other leather
than of sheep origin, not over 14 inches in length, $3 per dozen Nh‘s_ﬁ
over 14 and not over 17 inches in length, $3.75 per dozen pairs; over 17
inches in leuﬁ:h, $4.75 Per dozen pairs ; men’s “ glace ”* finish, kid, goat,
or other leather than of sheep origin, $4 per dozen pairs.

443. Women's or children's, of sheep origin, with exterior grain sur-
face removed, by whatever name known, not over 17 inches in length,
$2.50 per dozen palrs; over 17 inches in length, $3.50 per dozen palrs;
men's, of sheep origin, with exterior surface removed, by whatever name
known, $4 per dozen palrs.

444. Women's or children's kid, goat, or other leather than of sheep
origin, with exterifor grain surface removed, by whatever name known,
not over 14 inches in length, $3 per dozen pairs; over 14 and not over
17 inches in length, $3.75 per dozen Jmirs: over 17 Inches in length,
$4.75 per dozen pairs; men's goat, kid, or other leather than of sheep
origin, with exterior grain surface removed, by whatever name known,
$4 per dozen palirs.

445. In addition to the foregolng rates, there shall be pald the fol-
lowing cumulative duties : On all leather gloves when lined, $1 per dozen
pairs ; on all pique or prix seam gloves, cents per dozen pairs; on all
gloves stitched or embroidered with more than t‘iterce single strands or
cords, 40 cents per dozen pairs.

446. Glove tranks, with or without the usnal accompanying pieces,
shall pay 75 per cent of the duty provided for the gloves in the fabrica-
tion of which they are suitable.

+ 447, Harness, saddles, and saddlery, or gnrts of either, in sets or in
parts, finished or unfinished, 45 per cent ad valorem.

2 ExuimsiT B. '
THE DINGLEY TARIFF CUSTOM RATES UNDER ACT OF 1807.

Aleohol, amylie, or fusel oil, one-fourth cent per pound.
Barley, bushel of 48 pounds, 30 cents per bushel.
Beads, 35 per cent ad valorem.
Beef, mutton, and pork, 2 cents per pound.
Beer, porter, and ale, 20 to 40 cents per gallon.
Bindings, cotton and flax, 45 per cent ad valorem.
Bindings, wool, 50 cents per pound and 60 per cent ad valorem.
Blankets. 22 to 23 cents per pound and 30 to 35 per cent ad valorem.
Books, charts, maps, 25 per cent ad valorem.
Bronze, manufactures of, 45 per cent ad valorem,
Brushes, 40 per cent ad valorem.
Butter, and substitutes for cheese, 6 cents per pound.
Button, sleeve and collar, gilt, 50 per cent ad valorem.
Canvas for sails, 45 per cent ad valorem.
Carpets, 22 to 60 cents per square yard and 40 per cent ad valorem.
Cattle (over 1 year old), 27} per cent ad valorem.
Cigars and cigarettes, $4.50 per pound and 25 per cent ad valorem.
Clocks, 40 per cent ad valorem.
ClothinF. ready-made, 50 to GO per cent ad wvalorem.
goa}. bﬂturnlnom;l.1 67 cent(super ton.m =
- Confectionery, all sugar more t
cent ad Vlllorejl;l. g 5 SERSE: s Honnd) 70 pee
Copper, maufactures of, 45 per cent ad valorem.
Cotton iloves and handkerchlefs, 45 to 55 per cent ad valorem.
. :fottan osiery, 50 cents to $2 per dozen pairs and 15 per cent ad
aAlorem.
Cotton shirts and drawers, 60 cents to $2.25 per dozen and 15 to 50
per cent ad] |'tlorem.b] ol
(Cotton plushes, unbleached, 9 cents per square yar
ndcvslorem. : i 2 per sq yard and 25 per cent
otton curtains and cotton webbing, 50 and 45 per cent
Cutlery, 16 to 20 cents each, plus 15 to 45 perpecent. A rlonech
Diamonds, 10 cents and 60 per cent ad valorem.
Iilrugs, not crude, one-fourth cent per pound and 10 per cent ad
valorem.
Dyewoods, extract of, seventh-eights cent per pound.
Earthenware, 23 to 60 per cent ad valorem. o
Egzgs, 5 cents per dozen.
Extracts, meat, 33 cents per pound.
Fish, smoked, dried, three-fourths cent per pound.
Flannels, 22 to 23 cents per pound, 30 to Sﬁer cent ad valorem
Flax, manufactures of, 45 per cent ad valorem. 2
;:lov;-ters.l arti?c!al, 50 %er2§ent ad vs.lcli}rem.
"ruits, 1 cent per pound, cents per bushel
Fur, manuractgmspgr. 35 per centD:d vnlore'n:?.5 55 SEEA vsloren.
Furniture, wood, 85 per cent ad valorem.
Glassware, plate, sllvered, and bottles, 60
11 cents per square foot, 1 cent per pound.
E{ucose,]u cetnta peg pontt;d. Vi
ilue, value not over 7 cents per poun 1 cents per "
Gec'd, manufactures of, not jewelry, 45 per cent gg v]a).logpetin.
Halr, 10 to 35 per cent ad valorem.
Hams and bacon, § cents per pound.
Hay, $4 per ton.
Hemp cordage, 2 cents per pound.
Hides, 15 per cent ad valorem.
Honey, 20 cents per gallon.
Hoops, iron or steel, baling, 5 to 10 cents p&r pound.
Hops, 12 cents per pound.
Horn, manufactures of, 32 per cent ad valorem.
Horses, mules, $30 “Per head.
lInc‘lm rubber, manufactures of, vulcanized, 30 and 35 per cent ad
valorem.
Instruments, etal and musical, 45 per cent ad valorem.
Iron, manufactures of, screws, tinned plates, 45 per cent ad valorem,
12 cents per pound, 1§ cents per pound.
Jewelry, 60 per cent ad valorem.
Lard, 2 cents per pound.
Lead, pigs, bars, type metal, 23 cents, 1} cents per pound.
Leather manufactures, 35 per cent ad valorem.
Linen manufactures, wearing apparel, 45 to 60 per cent ad valorem.

per cent ad valorem, 8 to

Macaroni, 13 cents per pound. ;

Malt, barley, 45 cents per bushel. .

Matches, friction, boxed, 8 cents per gross.

Matting, eocoa and rattan, 6 cents per square yard.

Molasses, 3 to 6 cents per ig'nllon.

Nalils, cut, horseshoe, 6 to 10 cents, 23 cents per pound.

Oilcloth, value over 25 cents, 8 to 20 cents per square yard.

Oil, olive, whale, and seal, foreign, 40 to 50 cents, 8 cents per gallon.

Onions, 40 cents per bushel.

Opium, 40 per cent ad valorem and $1 per pound.

lPaintings and marble statuary, engravings, 20 to 25 per c¢ent ad
valorem.

Paper manufactures, 35 per cent ad valorem.

Pepper, cayenne, unground, 2} cents per pound.

Perfumery, alcoholic, 60 cents per pound and 45 per cent ad valorem,

Photograph albums, slides, 33 per cent, 25 per cent ad valorem.

Pickles, 40 per cent ad valorem.

Pins, metallic, 35 per cent ad valorem,

Pipes of clay, common, 15 cents per gross.

Poultry, dressed, 5 cents per pound.

Pulp wood for paper makers, 1 to 12 cents per pound.

Quicksilver, 72 cents }mr pound.

Rallroad ties, cedar, 20-per cent ad valorem.

Rugs, oriental, 10 cents per square foot plus 40 per cent.

Balt, 8 to 12 cents per 100 pounds.

Sauces, 40 per cent ad valorem.

Sausaﬁles (except bologna), 25 per cent ad valorem.

lS\llk. skeins, laces, wearing apparel, 35 per cent, 00 per cent
valorem,

Skins, tanned and dressed, 20 per cent ad valorem.

Slates, manufactures of, 20 per cent ad valorem.

fimokers' articles, except clay and meerschaum pipes, 60 per cent ad
valorem. !

Soap, castile, toilet, perfumed, 13 cents, 15 cents per pound.

Spirits, e:r.ce}:t bay rum, $2.25 per gallon. -

Straw manu au:tm'\zsi 30 per cent ad valorem.

Sugar (raw, 96°), 1.68 cents per pound.

Sngars (refined), 1.95 cents per pound,

Tin plates, 13 cents per pound. -

Tobacco, 35 cents to $2.5 dger pound.

Umbrellas, silk or alpaca, 50 per cent ad valorem.

Vegetables, natural, preserved, 25 per cent, 40 per cent ad valorem.

Velvets, silk, $§1.50 per pound and 15 per cent ad valorem.

Watches, and parts of, 40 per cent ad valorem..

Wheat, bushel of 60 pounds, 25 cents per bushe
nd“‘ullow' for basket makers, manufactures of, 20 [er cent, 40 per cent

valorem.

Wines, 50 cents per gallon.

Wines, champagne, §2 to $8 per dozen.

Wool, T to 11 cents per

Worsted yarns, 27

Woolen or worst
valorem.

ad

ound.
to 88% cents plus 40 per cent.
clothing, 44 cents per pound and 60 per cent ad

APPENDIX C.
[From the Shoe and Leather Reporter of January 18, 1906.]

DUTIES 0N HIDES, SOLE LEATHER, AND SHOES—EXPRESSION OF OPINION
FROM SHOE MANUFACTURERS REGARDING THE REMOVAL IN WHOLE OR
IN PART OF THE DUTIES AFFECTING THE RAW MATERIAL AND FINISHED
PRODUCT.

Early in December the Shoe and Leather Reporter sent a copy of the
followlng letter and questions to the leading shoe manufacturers of the
United Btates:

GENTLEMEN : We would respectfully call your attention to the in-
closed letter from Mr. Charles H. Jones, president of Commonwealth
Shoe and Leather Company, Boston, which agpenl'ed in the Shoe and
Leather Reporter of December 7, and believe that you will be interested
in reading his views on a subject of vital importance to the shoe and
leather trade. In order to ascertain the present views of the shoe
manufacturers of the United States on the hide and sole leather dutle
we ask the following gestions. An expression of opinion is deaire?
from every manufacturer, and we uest the favor of an early reply:

Are you In favor of the repeal of the 15 per cent duty on h{des and

‘the 20 per cent duty on sole leather?

If you answer “yes,” are you willing to offer in exchange for these
benefits to the shoe manufacturer the whole or any part of the 25 per
cent duty on shoes?

As a result of the canvass, 231 replies were received, as follows:

In reply to the first question:

Yes oo 192
L ey et T T T o

Yes on hides, but only partial reduction sole leather_.___ for Q

Noncommittal, and those not using leather in shoe making_ _____ - 10
In reply to the second question:

gea—remove the whole duty if ry _ 1%0
e SR S T ) I e S e = 20

A part of the duty, ranging from 10 to 15 per cent__________ e A8

N, fttal 33

Of these replies 96 were from New England shoe manufacturers
the remainder from those in the other States.

Quite a number commented on the toplc, and believing that their
views will be of interest, we publish some of the eommentsgherewith:

Snedicor & Hathaway, Detroit, Mich. : “ Our idea would be, first get
hides free, after that sole leather, and then take duty off shoes.”

The Haynes-Webb Shoe Manufacturing Company, Denver, Colo.:
“ We certaing believe that the duty on hides, especially, should be
abandoned. e would like to see a new bill put in effect.”

Fargo Shoe Manufacturiug Company, Belding, Mich.: “Am gatisfied
with condition that is best for the majority, only so it is settled and
not brought up evegﬁlaittle while to keep everyone dguesslng‘"

Andrews & Co., rett, Mass.: *“ We have made no answer to the

uestion. The °‘benefits' are all for the public and not the
manufacturer.

Wichert & Gardiner, Brooklyn, N. Y.: “ We have your circular letter
of the Sth instant, relative to the repeal of doties, but are disinclined
to c:tr.lpress a lengthy ?lnion on this matter, as we have not gone suffi-
ciently deep into its details. Our position would naturally incline us
to favor a repeal of the 15 per cent on hides and 20 per cent duty on
sole leather, believing that these measures would not %: of very great
disadvantage to those concerned in this line of business. -

“ With regard to the offering in exchange a surrender of the whole
or any part of the 25 per cent duty on shoes, we should hesitate to

and

second
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express an opinion on a matter of so grave an import until some of the
figures connected with it, and also some of the facts, were before us,
on which a competent opinion might be based.

“ It seems to us from the very fact that the United Shoe Machinery
Company is placing its newest types of shoe machines large quan-
tities in all parts of the ecivilized world, that this fact, taken into con-
gideration with the low price of labor prevalent in foreign countries,
ht be a good reason why the duty on shoes should remain undis-

turbed.
John A, Frye Shoe Comgan:. Marlboro, Mass.: “ We do not believe
e duty would benefit us at all, and so long

a reduction or repeal of t
as all shoe manufacturers are running to their fullest capacity with
e present time, we are in favor

good profits, as they ev[dentl‘y are at
of ‘letting the tariff alone.'™

The Pingree Company, Detrolt, Mich. : * We are bending our energies
to getting hides on the free list, and feel that at this time it is unwise
to take up the question of free sole leather or free shoes, both of which
would entall considerable inquiry. We do not feel competent to answer
ygul:- qiée‘ations concerning this without more information than we have
at hand.”

M. F, Hammond, Pleasantville, N. Y.: * With cheap material we can
make a falr profit; with high material we stand a &mce to get part
of it back, but a very small proportion. The condition of the shoe trade
to-d%_\é ,could hardly be worse, so far as the manufacturers are con-
cerneq.

The Comfort Slipper Company, New York: “A reduction of duty on
slippers, especin]l{ on cloth and felt slippers, which are classified under
ghoes, will %rnct cally ruin our business, nmo matter how cheap sole
leather may be. Therefore, if the reduction of duty can only be reached
by a reduction of duty on shoes, we must be against it.”

Jerolemon-Oliver Company, Rochester, N. Y.: “1 should mot be in
favor of taking the duty off shoes coming to this country.”

Hanan & Son, Brooklyn, N. Y.: “If the duty of 15 per cent on hides
is removed and the duty on sole leather reduced to 10 per cent and duty
for shoes reduced to 10 per cent, I believe It would meet with all the
requirements and necessities of the situation.”

he Rich Shoe Company, Milwdnkee, Wis. : * We favor most emphat-
ically the repeal of the 15 per cent duty on hides, whieh, in our opinion,
is nothing more nor less than an arbitrary tax on the American boot
and shoe manufacturer, and is a protection only to the meat packer and
incidentally to the foreign boot and shoe manufacturer, who receives a
drawback on American-made leather of imported hides.

*“We would further say that, while we favor the removal of the 20
per cent duty on sole leather, we would not object, as a fair compromise
with the tanner, to return to the MecKinley 10 per cent duty on sole
le&lther lnsttes.d of demanding the repeal of the entire present duty of

per cent.

“In consideration of the above we wounld be willlng to take our
chances to compete with the world in the sale of shoes without any
protective duty whatever. We belleve that with the exception of a
small ’groportlon of fancy slippers, etc., in which a good deal of hand
work utilized, the American manufacturer, in spite of higher labor,
can produce goods of superior fit and style that would give %he Ameri-
can goods such preference as to command the trade of the world; at
least so It appears to us at the present time.”

Pontlac Bhoe Manufacturing Company, Pontlae, IlL: * We believe It
wto%},d be a d thing for the people to have free hides. We are a part
o e people.”

Wmigm pEasthod & Bon Company, Iochester, N. Y.: “ We are In
favor of the repeal of tHe duty on hide and sole leather, and, in further
response to your inguiry, would state that we are in favor of such a
revision of the duty on shoes as can be consistently made without

jeopardizing the Interests of shoemakers In a general way—say to such
an extent as the rrop repeal of the duty on hide and sole leather
would enter into the cost of shoes."

Giesecke-D’Oench-Hays Shoe Company, Jefferson Clty, Mo.: “If our
industries are to be encouraged, It seems to us that the Government
would better not add additional burdens in the shape of revenue tax-
ation on raw material. This ls surely no encouragement to manufae-
turing enterprises. Our own Government handicaps us In our efforts
to establish export trade by glving foreigners the opportunity to buy
American leather cheaper than ecitizens of this coun can purchase
it. This, of course, is due to the rebate which the Government grants
on export leather. This means the encouraging of one industry at the

expense of another.”

eenah Shoe Compmg. Neenah, Wis.: “If the 25 per cent duty on
ghoes, or any portion of that duty, would prevent the removal of the
duty on hides, we would say, Remove all of the duty from shoes, as
we need not at present fear competition from forelgn countries in the
manufacture of shoes. The removal of the duty on hides we belleye
to be essential, and should not have been placed there in 1897.”

Isasc Ferris, jr., Company, Camden, N. J.: “I fully concur in the
opinion exp by Charles H. Jones in Shoe and Leather Reporter.”

Tappan Shoe Manufacturing Company, Lynn: “ Shoes need no pro-
tection. Foreign shoes could not be given away in this country. 'Igmy
are ill shaped and not fitted for the trade In thls country. " Besides,
ghoes can not be produced in any country as cheaply as here.”

The D. M. Jones Shoe Manufacturing Company, Columbus, Ohio:
“Yes, we are in favor of the repeal of all duties in to the
leather Industry, and are wmlngwto do what we can that end.”

Florshelm & Co., Chlcaﬁ): “We are unqualifiedly In favor of the
fmmediate repeal of the per cent duty on hides, and also the 20
per cent dn? on sole leather.

“ 7t is a fact patent to almost all {:op!a identified with the shoe or
leather industries that the repeal of the duty on hides without the re-
peal of the duty on sole leather would be more or less Ineffective. It is
absolu essential that both the duty en hides and the duty on sole
leather should be repealed in erder to conserve the future of the shoe,
leather, and harness business of the United States,

“ In exchange we would be more than pleased to see the entire 25 per
cent duty on shoes taken off. We require no protection as far as shoes
are concerned. There should be none. It is a mere makeshift and sop.
It does no good.

“ We should have lower tariffs and more reciprocity, particularly with
Canada and SBouth American republies.”

Noyes-Norman Shoe Company, St. Joseph, Mo.: “If hides and leather
ghould go much higher, would favor free list for hides, leather, and
shoes. fr a steady leather market now continues on about present basis,
would be %gosed to revision ; shoes, leather, and hides are h enough ;

not much high.”
Racine Shoe ﬁﬂnufaﬂurln Company, Racine, Wis.: “We believe the
i?eaotdwtyonhldesisn ost unanimous with shoe manufacturers

1
to the duty

on shoes, our trade is growing, with every country under | able for making

the sun in open competition, and it does not seem that a duty on shoes
is necessary.”

Rol Johnson & Rand Shoe Company, St. Louls, Mo. : * The repeal
of the duty on hides wi:ld‘ help. It is just as important that the daty
IIBO re "

on leather
ddock-Terry Company, Lynchburg, Va.: “We heartily concur in Mr.

Jones's forceful views on ‘{hln sub, ect‘ﬁ 5

Wertheimer-Swarts Company, 5t. Louis, Mo.: “ We favor the repeal
of the duty on hides and sole leather. Lowering the cost of making of
shoes, competition will take care of prices.”

Churchill & Alden Company, Campello : “Am anxious to have the duty
taken off.” (This firm replied “ yes " to both questions.)

M. D, Wells Company, Chieago, Ill.: “If we can have free hldes,
would be willing to allow shoes to come free of duty.”

A B. NO{W Co., Georgetown, Mass.: “ If we an free raw mate-
rial, we will risk all competition.”

J. 8. Zulick & Co,, Orwigsburg, Pa.: “ Haven't studied the question
caretully,"but Mr. Jones's views on the subject seem right and are

plausible,

F. M. Hodgdon, Haverhill, Mass.: “ It would seem that possibly In
the far-distant future a duty of 10 per cent might be an advantage to
equalize difference In cost of labor on shoes, but belleve the probability
is to the contrary.”

Friedman Brothers Shoe Comgany, 8t. Louis, Mo.: * The duty off
hides and sole leather will benefit everyone. The duty on shoes very
few at present, and with the advant of free hides the Amerlean
mnurtaﬁi rer can meet any conditions that may arise throngh foreign
com on."”

. R. Ford & Co., Lynn, Mass.: “ We are heartlly In favor of repeal-
ing the duty on hides and sole leather, and are willing to have the
whole dl%‘y on ghoes taken off, as we do not fear competition on cheap
shoes, e know that the manufacturers of this country ean hold
their own in this line.”

. 3. Hynds Shoe Manufacturing Company, Nashville, Tenn.: “ The
shoe duty does not help us any, and we do not believe it helps any
other shoe manufacturer in the United States.

“The hide duty enables the beef trust, Big 4, to dictate prices on
hides in the United States. Abolish the hide tarif and the beef and
lé[de monopoly will not be enabled to *hold up’ tanners as they now

0.

THE PROBLEM OF FUTUEE PRICES.

As the old year draws to a close and will soon sink into history and
as the new year looms on the horizom, thoughtful men in our trade are
mingling with their lholiday rejolcing serious conjectures as to_what
may be In store for the leather and leather-consuming industry. Every-
one, from the hide dealer to the consumer of shoes, harness, ete., real-
izes that 1905 was a year of advancing prices.

WILL PRICES DECLINE OR ADVANCE?

The past Is an open book that all may read, but the future Is a blank
fim' ill prices stick or will they decline? These are pertinent ques-
ons,

but a more sensational interrogation Frm for an answer—
will the advance continue and will present pr
a year hence?

§t is difficult to set asgide self-Interest and consider trade movements
dispassionately, but it would seem necessary at this time seriously to
decide whether the higher prices already established resulted from natu-
ral causes that will continue operative or whether the advance move-
ment has reached its age . M the disruption in leather values logleally
resulted from world-wide conditions, why should it not continue?

X0 AX TO GRIND.

Hide and Leather has no interest except to hold the mirror up to a
great industry and faithfully to reflect things as they are. We do not
venture to predict, but we do eall attention to world-wide conditions
that are likely to affect future prices. For two years Hide and Leather
has been printing articles demonstrating that the capita consump-
tion of beef is not keeping pace with the per capita consumption of
leather, with the result that hides and skins under the operation of the
law of supply and demand are increasing in cost in all the markets of
the world.

ces look small and cheap

MORE SHEEFP, LESS BEEF.

h a view to further substantlating or disproving this tulate
wawl.nlgvn interview M. F. Horlne, officlal statisticlan of the Union Stock
Yards and Transit Company, Chicago. He tells us that his company
does not expect any considerable increase in the cattle supply, for the
reason that the demand for beeves on the hoof and the ?r ces paid do
not furnish any incentive to stock raisers to inerease their herds. Mr.
Horine gives a variety of reasons whg the eattle and beef industries
are not expanding proportionately with the population of the country.
He deplores the widespread dally mewspaper attacks upon the so-called
" trust,” and says that these, together with the atorles about em-
balmed beef printed durindg the 8 sh-American war, pm{:&diced the
American nglm agalnst dressed . In this connection he adduces
the fact ﬂgst receipts and slanghter of sheep have Increased Im much
greater degree than those of cattle. In 1888 receipts of cattle at the

eat stock yards of Chicago, Kansas City, Omaha, and St. Louls were
51‘477 470 head. In 1904 the eutrfy at these centers amounted to
?'274;110. Recelpts of sheep at the four points in 1888 were 2,307,050
head, and in 1904, 8,050,900 head. From these figures it will be seen
that receipts of cattle have not quite doubled in sixteen years, while
receipts of sheep have almost q pled.

XO BEEF FOR BREAKFAST.

ction of cereal breakfast foods has probabl
mﬁ??enit’itr?&'ﬁsmm as a factor in revolutionizing the f
the Amerfcan le. There are said to be -two manufacturers of
cereal foods a‘ieolgattle Creek, Mich., alone. It Is only necessary to
visit any one of the thousands of small grocery stores and glance at
the shelves to form some ldea of the tremendous consumption of pre-

pared cereals.

not been
supply of

EFFECT OF IRRIGATION AND REFRIGERATION.

n has become an important factor In the food supply.
Thggslﬁ?:gg of acres that formerly were used for cattle ieedinghan now
yielding cereals and table ve, es. The refrigerator car has made
possible the rtation ishable articles from long distances,
and the cold-storage plant s dealers to hold such merchandlse
for sale, so that eggs, poultry, fish, fruit, fresh vegetables are
obtainable by the Amerlcan ple &mutlcn.lly during every month of
the year. All these clms%m nd to lessen the per capita con-
sumption of hee.ti and this reduces the supply of hides and avall-
eather.
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MORE LEATHER, BUT LESS REAW MATERIAL.

Colncident with this limitation of raw material is the tly expand-
Ing consumption of leather. In recent years leather has come into
great favor for upholstering fine furniture, as well as for mural decora-
tions. A tanner of leather for automobiles recently told us that the
sales of his company were just fifteen times greater than one year ago.
Foot r has been made for so many years at such reasonable prices
that the per capita consumption of leather has increased by reason of
the fact that nearly everyone possesses a number of irs of shoes,
There are shoes for every voeation and sport, and fashionable ladies
have foot gear to match every gown.

CHEAP BEEF—DEAR HIDES.

Hides and skins are in less supply and gerater demand in all the
markets of the world, a condition that is faithfully reflected in the
markets. The increasing demand for hides and the decreasing demand
for beef are reflected In the selling prices of hides and cattle on the
hoof. During 1893 native steer hides ranged from 53 to D cents in
Price. while the steers themselves brought from $5.25 to §6.50 per
iundred pounds. To-day we find beeves on the hoof bringing about the
same prices as twelve years ago, while the hides are closely sold up
at 16 cents. Years ago hides sold for little more and sometimes for
even less than beef, but to-day steers that sell for 5} cents per pound
on_the hoof yield hides that easily bring 16 cents per pound.

It must be admlitted that the increasing cost of leather has a substan-
tinl basis In conditions affecting the quantity of raw material available.
As we sald at the outset, the question for every thoughtful man in the
trade to endeavor to answer for himself is, Will the upheaval in prices
during 1905 continue ia the same or greater degree during 10067

APPENDIX D.
[From the Shoe and Leather Reporter.]

BRITISH POLITICIANS ON AMERICAN SHOE TRADE—EFFECTS OF OUR TARIFF
AS SEEN THROUGH ENGLISH SPECTACLES.

As I have said, opinions on the tariff guestion are much divided, even
among manufacturers; as far as the operatives are concerned, however,
I fancy the vote will go solid for free trade at the election. British
shoemakers have always been advocates of liberal principles, and it
seems most unlikely they will be won over by any arguments in favor of
protection. Speaking at a small army-shoemaking center called Raunds
recently, F. A, Cha.nninf. the late member for the division, dealt exten-
sively with the aspect of the American shoe trade and its position under
a protective tariff. 'The s?eech appears to me to be so directly interest-
ing to your readers that I am tempted to give rather copious extracts
from it. Mr. Channing prefaced his remarks by observing that he had
only recently returned from a tour of the United States, which included
an inspection of the shoe indus of Massachusetts—"' the Northamp-
tonshire of the United States.” e said this distriet was exactly in
the same ?oslt.lon. and had been for the past ten years, in which Mr.
Chamberlain wanted to place the whole of this country. He went on
to say Massachusetts resembled Enfland in the sense that the greater
portion of its food and raw material came from outside. She had been
placed under a compiete scientific tarlf protecting every industry in the
country. They had had ten years of protection, and what was the
result? The whole of the workmen and nine-tenths of the manufac-
turers of that State engaged in the shoe industry were eagerlﬂ demand-
ing a complete and absolute withdrawal of the system. The feeling
was of the strongest possible kind against protection, because it was
felt its burdens were far greater than any advantage the duty gave
them. Mr. Channing went on to say that whilst he was in the State
an election was in pro%ress, and that turned on the question which of
the two parties—Republicans and Democrats—were the most in earnest
in getunf rid of protection from that highly protected State. Until
the Dingley tariff was adopted the boot and shoe industry was going
up by leaps and bounds. he increase was 80 or 90 per cent in the
ten years before the tariff, but now the growth of the Industry was
almost suspended and the number of employees and the amount of
wages had decreased. They got the advantage of 25 per cent duty yet
they had to pay an enormous duty on coal, although ther could other-
wise have coal for very little by sea from Canada. They were pre-
vented from Jett!ug steel and timber at terms reasonable enough for
the construction of factories and machinery, and the raw materials,
hides, or finished leather, were subject to a heavy duty, which largely
increased the cost of production.

TRUSTS FROM A BRITISH STANDPOINT.

This champion of the British shoemakers was particularly caustic In
his observations on American trade combinations. Alluding to the beef
trust he sald it had bribed the legislators to lmiposa a dut{ of 15 per
cent on raw hides, and were thus enabled to impose a blackmail of

2,000,000 on every Industry of which leather was the raw material.
Passing to the leather trust, he said that no sooner dld it become power-
ful than the beef trust bought them u?. The leather trust had a duty
of 20 per cent on all leather imported Into the United States, and got a
rebate of 90 per cent on the rawhlide, which they converted into leather
and exported to England. The result was that English manufacturers,
with their hn.ppg system of free trade, got the American leather 15, 20,
to 25 per cent cheaper than the American manufacturers could get their
leather, which was manufactured in America. At the conclusion of his
B h to these British army shoemakers, Mr. Channing sald these pre-
clous tariffs handicapped the American manufacturers and gave the Ig 2
lish command of the markets of the world. ' They need not be afraid,”
he added, “ that these poor American manufacturers were going to sli
out of the toils and compete with them in the near future, for no toa
under the harrow was half so badly off as the American shoe industry
under the combined forces of the gigantle trusts which used protection
as their weapons.”

I give the above o¥vlnlons for what they are worth ; they are, however,
from two representative men, and show that American shoes and leather
are playing an Important part in shaping the destiny of British economliec
F‘ulicy. r. Channing may be “ playing to the gallery,” ns we say in
ingland, but his nl)lnlons are given with a frankness which leaves no
doubt ns to his opinions. Whether his probabl¥ superficial inspection
of Ameérican industrial conditions was sufficlent to make him an au-
thority on the effects of protected leather it is difficult to say, and 1
leave Amerlcan readers to form their own opinions.

APPENDIX E.
LEATHER TRUSTS.

The United States Leather Com ng. a corporation formed under the
laws of New Jersey, February 25, 1893, acquired the p rties of a
large number of companies and firms engaged in the manufacture of
leather. The property consists of real estate, tanneries, bark lands,
hides, bark, etc.; stock, par $100; authorized, common, $64, X 5
referred, 64,000,000 ; issued, common, $B2,SS2,3UU: preferred,
62,282,300 ; total, $125,164,600.

The preferred stock is 8 per cent cumulative. Stock Is transferred at
the office of the company, New York. Registrar, Central Trust Com-
pany, New York.

The amount of stock originally authorized was $60,000,000 each of
preferred and common. In July, 1805, an increase of $4,000,000 in
each class was anthorized to provide for purchase of bark lands, ete.

During 1895 6 per cent was pald on preferred, and in 1896 1 per

cent. In 1897 4 gcr cent was paid on preferred, and in 1808 4] per
cent. In April, 1898, dividend was Increased from 1 to 13 r cent.
In 1805 & referred, In 1900, 1901, 1902,

B%r cent was pald on the
1903, and 1904 6 per cent was paid. The dividend paid January, 1905,
was 1} per cent, being also on the 6 per cent annual basis, The
amount of dividends overdue on the preferred Junuar{ 1, 1904, was
about 41 per cent. Dividends on the preferred are pald quarterly, in
January (1), April, July, and October. (See below regarding details
of the reorganization plan dated December 17, 1904.)

On December 17, 1904, a committee—P. Anderson Valentine, chalr-
man ; Edward C. Hoyt, A. Augustus Healy, W. G. Garritt, Eugene Hor-
ton, Samuel P. Davidge, Lewis H. Lapham, Frederic P. Olcott, Alvin
W. Krech, and George Foster Peabody—submitted a plan of reorgani-
zation. It provided for a new company to acquire the assets of the
old one, or to control it through a majority of the stock, the new com-
pany to have §45.000,000 twenty-year 5 per cent bonds, $40,000,000 7
per cent, cumulative, preferred stock, and $40,000,000 common stock.

Under the plan, holders of the old preferred were to exchange it
for 50 per cent in new preferred, 50 per cent in new bonds, and 23}
per cent in new common, and the old common stock was to be ex-
changed for the new in the proportion of one share of new for three of
the old common stock. The old 6 per cent debentures were left un-
disturbed. The capitalization of the new company would be as fol-
lows, if all holders of the stock accepted the plan: Five per cent bonds,
$31,141,150; new preferred, $31,141,150; new common, $14.,638,340,
the latter including $6,200,000 of stock to be given to new Interests In
the company for cooperation and for all services and expenses in carry-
ing out the plan.

The depositary of the committee was the Central Trust Company,
New York, and deposits of the old stock were to be made over before
February 15, 1905, the plan having been declared operative.

FUXNDED DEBT.

Debentures, 6 Ser cent, due May, 1913, May and November, $5,280,000.
The issue of debentures was to provide the company with workin
capital, The bonds are subject to redemption by a sinking fund of
per cent annually, and bonds can be drawn for it at 110. here were,
on December 31, 1904, $600,000 of the bonds in the company’s treasary.
Report for the year ending December 31, 1902, gave profits $4,702,384.
In 1903, profits, $4,784,998,

- Balance sheet December 3, 190},

ASSETS.
Cash $2, 420, 667
Due by customers. 5, To7, 802
Bills receivable__ 549, 117
Doubtful debtors, valued at 10, 735
Sundry other debtors and book accounts___________ X 141, 808
Hides and leather on hand and in process of tanning_____ 0, 814, 044
Drawbacks due. 559, 485
Bark at tanneries 2, 262, 8680
Sundry personal property 505, 987
Advances to other companies 343, 696
Tannery plants and lands 6, 696, 069
Stocks of other companies - b0, 515, 442
Bonds of Central Pennsylvania Lumber Company.________ 9, 035, 000
Bonds of Susquehanna and New York Railroad Company__ 879, 888
Railroad mortgage________ 100, 00
Treasury stoc 100, 000
Unexpired insurance Pol_lnlm 56, 570
Good will, t, ete 62, 832, 300
Total 152, 672, 468
LIABILITIES.
Acerned Interest 26, 254
Current accounts 285, 261
Bills payable 2, 100, 000
Exchange not due 1, 098, 207
Bonds G, 880, 000
Less in treasury 600, 000
5, 280, 000
Reserve for fire Insurance 517, 685
Preferred stock 62, 282, 300
Common stock -~ 62,882 %00

Surplus January 1, 1905 18, 200, 011

American Hide and Leather Company, a corporation formed under the
laws of New Jersey in August, 1899. The company acquired the plants
and business of 22 different establishments enﬁaged in the manufacture
and sale of upper leathers, particulars of which are given In the manual
for 1901.

The establishments acquired represented 75 Eer cent of the business in
upper leather in the United States. In each case the 'Froperties ac-
quired were taken in fee clear of all incumbrances. he aggregate
annual net earnings of the separate concerns before consolidation were
$1,685,748. Stock, par, $100; authorized, common, $17,500,000; pre-
ferred, $17,500,000. Issued, common, $11,274,100; preferred, $12,548,-
300 ; fotal, $28,822,400.

The stock preferred is 7 per cel:)% cumulative, and has a preference as
to assets. At the ing of 1905 the accumulated unpaid dividends
amounted to about 3 tger cent,

Transfer agents, North American Trust Company, New York ; Colonial
Trust Company, New York,
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The first dividend on the preferred stock was 1 per cent, pald Feb-
ruary 15, 1905. It was understood that this was a quarterly dividend,
and that the stock had been placed on a 4 per cent basis.

FUNDED DEBT.

bef‘lr:'rt slg%r 2 G per cent, due September, 1919, March and Septem-
The “first mértzage is for $10,000,000. Of the bonds outstanding,

$2,445,000 were accepted by wvendors of the property acquired by the
pangoin oggyment for same, $3,200,000 were disposed of privately,
$2,800, were sold in January, 1900, by public subscription. f
bonds held in the treasury, $1,000,000 only can be issued for the
acquisition of new prgﬁerttes. which shall become subject to the mort-
ge. The trustee of the m e is the Colonial Trust Company, New
ork, interest being paid at t institution. There is a sinking fund
of $172,600 per annum. Bonds may be bought for the sinking fund
at not over 115, but are not subject to compulsory retirement. On June
30, 1903, there were $404,000 bonds in the sginking fund.

In the year ending June 29, 1901, the surplus over charges was
377,189, In the year ending June 30, 1902, the total profits were
1,411,611 ; interest and deductions for depreciation, ete., $1,004,634;

balance, $406,877. In 1902-3 profits were $886,114; interest, deduc:
685,748 ; balance, deficit, $79,634. In 1903—4, profits,

com
and
the

Quotations of No. & corn, No. 2 oats, and native steers at St. Louis for
twenty years—Continued.

No. 2 carn, per | No. 2 oats, per | Native steers,

Year. bushel. bushel.  [per 100 pounds,
Cents. Cents.

81410 56 273 tod5 | $8.001085.80

81} to 413 23" to 88 8.75t0 6.00

84} to 60} 28 tofdi| 8.70to 6.10

47 to 73 27 to b6 3.50to 6.50

241 to 54 191 to 45 3.00to 6.50

251 to 33§ 17§ to 258 | 2.00t0 4.85

10 56 21 to 87 231010 6.10

23! to 493 251 to 82 2.75 to 5.00

304 to 40} 25 to 31 2.85to 5.65

Yearly range of leading grodes of cash prices of corn and oafs in th
Milwaukee market for the past twenly years. 3 f

tions, etc.,
$1,204,601; deductions, §913.329 + balance, surplus, 8291,27%. Total
surplus, June 30, 1904, §838,155. Year. Comn, No.3. | OataJo.3
APPENDIX F.
TABLES SHOWING AVERAGE ANNUAL PRICES OF STAPLE PRODUCTS IN ST, Cents. ts.
LOUIS, MILWAUKEE, AND CINCINNATI FOR ABOUT TWENTY YEARS. L b
feml Eoe
Quotations of No. 2 A I'WJ.1 ;Biag,vgf&ﬁauva steers at St. Louis for 39 1056 31} to 42
[Furnished by George H. Morgan, secretary of the St. Louls Merchants’ e = of
change.] %i :g;%} 2@* to 28}
1§ to 81
No.2corn, per | No. 2 oats, per | Native steérs, 24 1038 20} to 833
Year. bushel. bushel.  |per100 pounds, S g }g > ﬁi
HiES | Bis
Cents. Cents.
41} 10 58} 25§ 034} | §5.95t0§7.10 Mnal| hop
424 to 57 380! to 44 4.90to 6.65 36 1075 274 to 60
38} t0 55 32itob4 | 5.00to 6.00 Sanl s
401 to 683 2%it05 | 5.15t0 8.7 2 o3| =50 s
874 to 70 26 to 50 4.75t0 8.25 80 to 58} 97 to 39
801 to 423 21 to30 4.00to 6.50 271 to 34
20} to 36} 20 m-mi O ) I e e e e e e e 84 tod6 | = ‘mmr
254 to 86§ 2 to88l | 8.90to0 5.65 -Gt e St L4
19} to 294 16110281 | 3.25t0 5.25 i
18 to 27} 156 to2l 8.00to 5.10
22} to 63 164 to 31 2.90to 6.25 @ No. 2 white,
Average eannual prices of staple products at Cincinnati, Ohio.
[From the report of the Cincinnati Chamber of Commerce, 1904.]
Cattle, | Sheep, [Hogs,gross, OhioRiver| Leafto- | Cottonm, Leather,
r | gross, per | per 100 '| Pork, bar- | %o “her | baceo, per mid’“?ﬁ'ﬁg' }‘D%u"w' %";&"’“ PEr| “perioo’ | Yool per
100 pounds.[160 pounds.| pounds. |TelS *| barrel. {100 pounds. ;}:{n s, poun po! pounds, [100 pounds.
$3.53 $3.99 $4.44 §0.82 $1.00 $9.80 §10.42 $6.18 $9.22 $29.87 $28.52
8.24 4.13 8.82 .83 97 8.00 9.17 4.82 9.70 290.46 80.07
2.98 4,10 4.28 LBl .87 10.80 .72 4.22 9.17 30.78 81.10
3.04 4.58 5.18 .78 .4 15,00 9.83 4,566 7.98 29.25 27.87
2.84 4.46 5.15 . .98 10.25 10. 24 5,12 7.00 29,49 29,55
2.90 4.81 8. .83 90 9,25 11.04 4.52 6. 77 27.82 80.15
8.28 4.83 8.64 .19 .98 9.00 9.25 4.90 5.75 27.70 20.67
8.17 4.79 5.90 ] .92 9.75 7.60 4.67 4. 66 26.87 25. 87
8.22 4,86 5.05 Tl 92 10.00 7.78 4.65 4.44 26.81 26. 50
8.61 4.20 6.90 .76 .89 11.85 8.88 b. b6 4.00 23.84 25. 70
8.8 8.10 5.10 1 .78 .84 10.05 6.03 6,156 8.66 2,44 10.60
8.85 3.80 4.85 T8 .54 9,40 T.04 4.67 6.02 26. 60 18.563
3.40 8.15 3.50 81 .70 6.95 7.87 3.75 6.62 23.96 17.81
8.54 3.78 5.80 .. ] .75 8.06 6.96 8.560 7.73 25, 92 24.45
3.70 3.87 8.85 B0 T 9.10 5,69 3.90 8.71L 25.96 24, 95
3.85 3.7 4. 65 .71 .82 7.95 6.30 4.71 8.57 7.2 21.85
4.00 3.72 5.10 .70 1.04 8.52 9.88 5.13 7.99 29.11 25. 64
3.78 3.34 5.95 .78 1.03 7.90 8,88 5. 56 7.63 30.14 28.85
4.10 8.80 6.80 92 .80 8.10 8.65 6.75 7.70 30, 50 23.50
8.560 3.80 6.05 99 .88 “8.85 10.95 5.05 7.00 28.10 25,50
8.40 3.70 5.25 1.08 .90 10.05 11.60 4.80 8.25 80.10 80.00
Butter, | Butter, | pierine | Cheese, | Eggs, se- oes, | Apples, | Apples, | Peaches, | Su g‘{oinmes.
Year dairy, per factory, |lected, per| standard, | green, dried, per ed, per | ew Or-
pound. |per pound.|PEFPOURd.| horoonra | dozen. | perbushel. Darrel, pounds. 100 ponnas. {100 pounds. lgun"m?“
Cents. Cents, Cents. Cents. Cents. Cents, Cents.
16.45 25. 34 14.56 9.24 16.59 50 $2.15 $3.31 - §7.29 §7.00 48.70
14.12 20.07 11.98 0.41 13.88 48 1.8 ‘2,40 3.20 7.16 43.08
18.82 24.52 14.50 1L719 14.60 53 2.5 3.99 5.58 6.51 42,51
17.49 23.99 15.19 10.39 15.84 88 2.20 6.03 6.97 7.40 41. 50
14.66 22.01 16.29 9,69 13.50 40 1.54 8.01 | 2.82 | B.40 4121
13.50 20.81 15.50 9.00 13.54 b2 2.82 3.73 31 7.99 40,89
14.98 22.89 16.23 9,60 16.30 97 8.49 9.07 8.16 6.12 B84. 60
16. 23.92 17.25 10.17 15.97 45 2.14 3.40 2.7 4.89 84,351
17.08 24.27 18.09 10. 00 15.66 85 2.50 3.85 8.10 5. 04 81.73
19.00 25.00 16. 10,18 16.80 | T4 2.90 5.04 4.88 b.64 88.27
12.88 18.92 14.97 9.75 12.41 66 8.30 5.55 5.65 5. 06 82.11
10.54 17.13 14.25 9.00 18.79 49 2.02 4.52 7.40 5.03 28.97
8.60 14. 50 12.50 B.85 10. 75 28 1.80 2.25 6.25 4.73 81. 86
9,65 15.45 12.80 9.05 10.79 45 197 2.64 7.18 5.20 28.13
11.03 16. 46 18.75 8,68 | 12.14 5 2.76 4.81 8.05 5.74 81.82
12.56 18.60 14.08 10. 66 18.55 49 2.59 4.81 10.22 5.67 82.00
13.99 19.90 16.02 10.98 18.43 43 2.54 8.44 8.85 6.156 38.45
11.97 19, 86 13.25 10.28 14.98 62 2.78 3.3 8.18 b.82 84.25
15. 52 21.88 16. B0 11.60 18.00 62 2.90 4.20 8.36 b5.22 33.46
13.65 20.95 13.80 . 140 17.80 59 240 4.60 7.00 5.563 82.62
11. 40 20.70 18.00 9.40 19.60 78 2.30 4.45 7.85 b5.80 82,66




Yearly range and average prices of grain, in cents, at Cincinnati, Ohdo. Average price of live hogs, winter » at Cincinnati, Ohio.
[From the report of the Cincinnati Chamber of Commerce, 1804.] S ot o1 B Olidtanadt Shiasibico of Cobins 1005.]
e 0 e C a T O .
Wheat. Com, Oats. Bye.  |Desey - s 5 e
“ear A A A hms:s sg%g
5 i ver- Aver- ver- Aver-| Aver- = .
Range. age. Range. age. | DS age. Range. age. | age. %gs 0-9] g_ %
52-75| 64|351-b61| 44|20-36| 32|48-68| B 64 | 1892-0¢ 6. 60
48-60| b4 |820-50 45 8 | 41456 | b2 60 | 1893 5.35
58 - 90 66 | 24§-56 41|19-84)) 27|40-75| 58 56} | 180405 4.35
.| 65 - 97 72 |1 27 | 151-23 20 | 26144 88 sg | 1895-96 3. 80
.| 79 100 £9 | 20--33 26 | 16§-25 21 |83 -52| 41 g9 | 1896-97 3.35
J64-145| 86 |27341| 84 |2nj84| 27|40-80| 61 47 | 1897 3. 60
.| 68 - 77 72 | 29 ~40 36 | 21i-814f 27 | 56 68 62 52 | 189 3.55
f70-8)| 75 |3t—47| 41|m-28| 25|54-67| B9 53 | 18991900, 4. 40
.| 64 - 90 77|80 -74l 52|25 -50)f 84|45 -78 60 64 | 1900-1901 5. 05
.| 68 - g2 20 |44 -69| 61|27-57| 41 |51-7T14 B8 64 | 1901-2 6. 00
| J4-92| 84054 47| Su-4sy 8704 88| 56 & | 19922 =3
i 08 51 |31 44 38 | 61 -87 i e | 1905 —
Average annual prices of staple products at Cincinnati, Ohio.
[From the report of the Cincinnati Chamber of Commerce, 1905.]
Clover Coal, Coal, Coal
Timothy |Flaxseed,| Hay, Middlings, | Middlings, s . Coal,
Year. ooy | oeodpor | per | umotiy, | 3RS |* fme, | conrer| pufoalr, | aSoat | elivered, | delivered, | ancimmcite,
pounds. bushel. bushel. per ton. per ton. per tomn. per bushel. | per per ton. * per ton. '| per ton.
Cenils. Cenis.
£3.02 §1.41 §1.81 $12.81 $12.96 $16.18 $14. 49 8.04 7.43 £3.03 $2.98 £7.05
9.27 1.588 1.06 12.16 11.76 14.84 18.26 6.58 6.24 2.79 2.68 6.62
7.05 1.87 .97 1117 12.8 14.62|e 18721 9,65 7.26 8.06 8.01 6.78
6.77 2.44 1.14 14.79 15.66 17.71 16.56 10.01 9.7 3.68 3.68 T.68
7.78 1.50 1.25 12.74 12.07 13.86 12.66 6.71 6.10 2.76 2 68 7.00
b.64 1.80 1.26 10.56 11.18 12.76 11.49 6.78 6.87 2.69 2.69 6.46
6.88 1.30 1.18 10.58 16. 64 19.57 18.27 7.28 6.7 2.84 2.84 6.36
8.43 1.27 .92 1. 14.25 16.20 15.55 7.63 7.09 2.87 2.87 6.41
9.70 1.47 .95 11.10 13.67 15.11 18.94 & e 2.88 2.88 6.79
10.67 1.68 1.05 12.55 18.35 14.76 13.18 7.58 7.20 8.07 2.94 7.23
8.80 2.10 1.16 10.95 13.15 14.10 18.40 6.84 6.69 2.63 2.66 6.35
7.64 2.07 1.08 12.70 18.25 14.60 13.80 6.00 5.42 2.51 2.49 6.16
6.74 1.39 .80 12.20 8.90 9,50 9.00 5.78 5.28 2,84 2.84 6.44
5.82 1.20 .78 9.80 9.55 10.55 10.10 6.70 4.91 2.25 2.96 6.42
5,08 111 .87 8.67 11.92 12.52 13.23 5.66 4.89 2.23 2.97 6.20
B.48 1.05 .4 10.10 12.70 13.75 18.20 5.0 5.58 2.64 2.63 6.50
7.75 1.87 1.19 13.95 14,60 15,90 15.85 7.50 7.48 2.03 3.05 6.90
9.27 2.91 1.31 13.60 16.75 18.15 17.45 7.50 7.15 2,82 2.78 6.70
7.92 2.20 1.30 18.85 17.35 19,50 18.60 7.92 7.86 8.25 8.25 9.00
9,66 1.45 1.08 15.40 17.00 19.00 18.00 9.2 9.25 8.66 8.66 8.00
9.76 125 1.00 13.00 18.65 21.20 19.60 8.50 8.50 8.20 5.20 7.30
ExHIBIT G.

[From the Statistical Abstract for 1904.]
In 1891 the average farm value of hogs was 34.15 Janu 1. 1393-
under Democratic rule, was $6.41, and Januar, 1894 wn
Democratic years, Janua.ry 904, unar? 1,
1905 $5 DB, in these prosperous yeurs. How much more are the farm
ers’ l\ogs worth than they were before, and how much did the tariff sdd
to their value, when the price of corn had increased wonderfully?
How much better off is the farmer selling a bushel of timo seed
that as able to %et for in 1893 an average price of $3.85 and in
15804 M 80 in 1895 8 84. in 1896 $3.04, against $2.88 last year, under
these prosperous ti

How much better ott are the farmers who owned, a to the
agricultural report, January 1, 1883, 35,954, 198 head ot e other
than milch cows, at a value of $547,882, 4‘1 an avera 1525
than the farmers who owned January 1, 19| 3,660,443 en cattle
other than milch cows, valued at 1,671,308, 5‘!

an aver:
How much better off are the farmers who in 1893%6 16,
milch cows, at a valne of $357,200,785, or an average of 522 per h
against 16, 292.360 1800, at a value of &.14.812,108
about $31.50, e far d i 1905 17.5'-' 64
head, at a va value of $182,272,208, or an e & of $27.
The price of sheep, of which there was 47,278,553 in 1893, valued at
125,909,000, an average of $2.70, against 41,888,065 in 1900, valued at
122,665, 913 an average of about 2.90, and in 1905, the most pros-
geraus year. 45,174,423, valued at $127,331,850, an average of about

In 1893 we had 16,206,202 horses, worth 8992 225,185,
fer head, and in 1900,
969, 442 nn average o and in 1905 we bhad 17,
an average of ab T0. Wna it Republican p: rity that made the
rice §40 in 1900 an $62 in 1893, and $70 in 1 5 or was it due to
{he wars all over the world that crea an extra 'demand for them,
that tltxgg sold for an average price of

thso.’rz in 1906, or was it be-
cause horses nre better, as most of them are sold for working on
the farms, no doubt?

Monthly range af pﬂcea at Chica ?o for I,m io 1,860 pom native beef

tle during 190
[From Yearbook ot Live Stock p‘nbllshed hy Chicago Daily

Drovers’ Journal, ru

had 13,537, 524 va.lued

£ $62
ot 057,702, at

& prosperous
at $60 T &5.

Steers, 1,350 to | Steers, 1,600 to
1,600 pounds, | 1,800 pounds, :

10 $6.
80 6.
10

5.

$4.10 to
3.80 to
4.10 to

ool
883

#4.65 to
4.85 to
4.50 to

888

Monthly range of prices at Chicago for 1,200 to I,SMpauM native beef
cattle during 190}, with yearly prices—Continued.

Steers, 1,200 to | Steers, 1,850 to | Steers, 1,500 to
1,850 pounds, | 1,500 pounds, | 1,800 pounds,
average. average. average,
$3.80 10 §5.60 | $4.25 to $5.70 .45 to §5.
3.90to 5.90 4.25t0 5.90 'i.ﬁotosg.g
4.50to 6.65 5.20to 6,65 b.60to 6.70
4.40to 6.65 5.00 to 6.56 b5.40 to 6.50
8.80to 6.40 4.25t0 6.40 4.75to 6.40
3.66to 6.3 4.25to 6.55 4.90to 6.50
8.50 to 7.00 4.10to 6.90 5.10to 7.00
3.50to 7.10 | 4.00t0 7.25 4.70to 7.30
63,85t012.25 | ¢4.00to 9.00 64,40 to 10, 50

$95910 00 1 1 9950 19 1013 N0 19 13 919 1919 £ 69 £ 89 29 890
EBZBRcc288I83n8E88R838228R
EE8E8588888558558555E88856888¢8
FoNONNSoaasaRanaRRanaIEEo s
JS2SSSEC8Ra3EBREERR2RBETEER

£950 5 1 . £9.69.09 09 19 05 £9.60 69,99 69 89,00 00 . g £ 60
B E LR EREERcsBEaREEEs R
e e e oo
oepNpaNsssanssapannenERoae

SE2E8EHEERISEZRREEBE8RRE8888

£ N 0 03 0059 531 £9 03 29 0 i i s
EE8BERF RT3 2es523EEER
Eg858sE588E85858¢88588s8p888888
poupouressasoNanaaapanhoRaE
EE S LR EEZ8ALSHBENERRTEEgR

¢ International show cattle.

Highest on open market, $7.65.
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Month.

December .....

November......

Yearly average...

for ten years.
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or all grades of hogs and pigs at Chicago

Monthly and average prices
during th comparisons—Continued.

1904,

Monthly average prices for straight Texvas, native-fed Texas steers, and
native corn-fed western steers for 1905, with yearly averages.

Straight | Texas | Native | a0
Texas | comi o | or | com-led
steers, Retlera: steers, | Westerns,

alanansusssceslossnnsnanens $4.40 $4.90

$3.66 $2.9% 4.30 4.76

4.50 8.30 4.65 4.90

4.56 8.65 4.70 4,90

4. 50 8.256 4.90 5.10

4.80 2.70 b.45 6.05

4.50 2.9% 5.80 b.85

8.7 2.80 4.9 5.35

BAb bl 4.80 5.35

B Rt caanys 4.50 5.50

........................ 4.456 5.10

[ | [} e 4.50 4.85

4.10 3.10 4.7 5.20

3.95 2.95 4.70 4.95

4.80 3.35 6.20 6.60

4.20 3.10 5.05 b. 65

4.20 8.380 4.75 5. 80

4.35 8.25 4.90 5.85

Top prices for grass western range cattle at Chicago for seven years.

Month. 1004. | 1903. | 1902. | 1901 | 1900. | 1899. | 1898
$.00| $4.60 | $6.90 |........| $6.00 [........feeeen..
47| 47| 7.15| $5.05| b5.35| $5.40
5101 500| 7.25| 65.55| 6.35| 540
565 B5.065| 7.40| B675| 5.05| 580
5.40| 4.50| 6.50| b5.45| 5.00| 5.70
5.00| 8.8 | 52| 6.00|cc.....|] 475
5.65| b605| 7.40| B5.75| 5.35| 670
Monthly average prices for grass western steers at Chicago for &
years.

Month. 1004. | 1908. | 1902. | 1901. | 1900. | 1899. | 1898
§3.90 | 8580 |........| $LAD foeeeo..funnsen.s
8.85| b5.55| $4.60 | 4.40| $4.65
8.70| 4.85| 455| 4.40| 4.60
3.65| 4.80| 4.55| 4.25| 4.55
8.40 | 4.55| 4.456| 4.2 60
T (R T RS Rt 4.50
3.65| 4.95| 4.55| 435 Lw}

During 1904 Chieago recefved 2.8&2‘.185 head of so-called *“ native™
cattle, being second largest run of natives on record. Receipts of
straig‘ht Texas during 1904 were the smallest in over twenty-five Mfears.
while western range receipts were over 90,000 larger than in 1903.

Classified receipts of catile at Chicago for the last eighieen years.

Yesr. Hatives. Texas. | Westerns. | All kinds,
2,882,185 77,000 800, 000 8,259,185

38,072,386 150, 500 209, 800 8,432, 486

2,441,990 , 269 809, 300 2, 941, 569

2,729,499 161,419 140,478 3,031, 396

2, 887, 320 726 147, 000 2,729, 046

2,159, 524 171,222 173, 700 2, b14, 446

2,154, 943 130, 408 185, 546 2,480, 897

2,118, 696 202, 697 283, 681 2, 554, 924

2,006, 279 823,422 271,775 | 2,600,476

1,798, 389 859, 643 430, 526 2, (88, 558

2,215,465 | 384,469 374,429 | 2,074,363

2,148, 887 670, 099 814,420 3,133, 406

2,553, 516 717,158 271,127 | 8,571,796

2,190, 829 689, 187 370,343 38,250, 359

2,507,733 657,053 209, 404 3,484, 280

2,246,128 616, 757 160, 396 3,023, 281

1, 796, 864 547,185 267,494 | 2,611,643

1, 635, 205 , 528 261, 275 2,882, 008

1, 404, 550 320, 830 , 520 1, 963, 900

Monthly and average prices for all grades of hogs and pigs at Chicago
during 190§, with comparisons. -

Mixed. l Heavy. ‘ uignt. | AL | pigs,

§4.85 $.95 $4.80 $4.90 $4.30

5.15 5.25 4.95 5.15 4.45

5.40 5.60 5.25 5.35 4.7

5.10 5.15 6.06 5,10 4.56

11

Mixed. e il

Heavy. | Light. Pigs.

paoompal
LBLUABEER
paomomol
aBHIRESH
P
H3ER55E8
o prenenen
ZBEHBEER
N bttt
E5858EER

el L]
LSBBINEEREES
ampmnEhnOHan
BRREEHREE8EEn
L e
SREBIBERB3E
SoprRREanano
SRBTIRCREEREL
£ 59 00 80 00 80 Pk NN
GREBEE5IZREZS

Monthly prices at Chicago for western sheep and ezport sheep and
yearlings during 190, with yearly comparisons.

Western Bulk of Exdport sheep
sheep. westerns. | and yearlings.
§2.25t084.75 | $3.75to $4.50 §3.85to84. 75
2.40to0 4.75 3.05t0 4.60 4.2%to 4.7
2.75t0 b.45 4.40to 5.16 4.70to 5.45
8.50to 5.80 5.00to 5.75 5.00to 5.76
2.75to 5.80 b6.00to 5.60 5.00to 5.80
2.25to 5.50 4.25t0 b5.20 5.25t0 5.50
2.00to 4.656 3.50to0 4.40 3.76to 5.256
2.00to 4.25 3.85to0 4.00 3.80to 4.50
2.00to 4.85 3.00to 4.10 4.00to 4.50
2.00to 4.756 8.16to 4.35 8.90to 4.75
2.00to 4.85 | 8.60to 4.60 4.10to 5.00
3.00to 5.60 4.20to 5.00 4.35to 5.60
2.00to 5.80 8.50to0 5.20 3,75to 5.80
1.25t0 7.00 8.00to 5.50 8.15to 6.50
1.25to 6.30 3.00to 6.25 3.40to0 6.25
1.25to 5.25 3.00to 5.00 8.25t0 5.256
2.50to 6.50 3.40to 6.30 | - 8.756t0 6.00
2.40to b5.56 8.35to 5.50 8.85to 5.256
2.75t0 5.26 3.50to 5.00 P
2.15t0 5.35 8.00to 5.50
L15to 4.30 2.40to0 3.85
1.85to0 6.56 2.00to 4.75
1.10to 5.40 | 1.76to 4.50
L25to 6.40 2,60to 5.256
APPENDIX H.

Range of prices of No. 1 buffs and calfsking since 1892 in Milwaukee.

No. 1 buffs. No. 1 calfskins,
Year, High. Low. High. Low.
Price. | Month. | Price. | Month. | Price. | Month. | Price. | Month.
Cendts. Cents. Cents.
1802.... 54 | Jan..... ;i 7% | June.
1898 .... 5 | Mar.... 61 | Aug.
1894 .... 6 | Dee 34 7 | Apr.
1895 .... 9 | July.... gx 8 | Dee.
i 9 | Oct..... 7% | Apr.
1897 .... 10 | Sept.... 7% 93 | May.
104 | June ... 9 11} | Apr.
114 | Dec..... 9% 12 | June.
11 | Jan..... 8t 9 | Aug.
82 | Oct.... ki ] 11¢ | Mar.
93 | Sept ... i ] 11 | July.
94 | June... 8 11} | June.
10§ | Nov .. 8} | Feb.. 13 | Apr.
13} | Nov ... 10 | Mar . 18 | Nov ... 14} | June.
This table

inI{nshm that calfskins, which are-upon the free list,

advanced and declined at different tim depend solely u the
mpplymddmandmdnotthamm% pending s
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Green hide prices since 185§ in St. Louds.

Average prices of Chicago packer and country hides for 1908 with
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cording to the grade. The value of the leather would be 435 eents per
pound for cut stock, based on to-day's prices of harness leather. In
order to make one dozen heavy full-leather horse collars it would take
Erom 85 to 90 feet of collar leather, which is worth to-day 19 cents per

comparisons—Continued.
Year. Highest.| Lowest. Year. CHICAGO COUNTRY HIDES, 1003.
B i : ¥
L]
Cents. | Cents. - 5 g ﬁ
5o 43 [ 1880 ceecenncinine 61 © |eg = g gl d '
4} || 188 B3 Date. | = 2 H 2 g ) °
TR S s 8 -2 | g ol R i o 4
AMERT = oy ° g ailgfa s |RRE Ly [
ARER ey = ;* %} F4 3 = A n = -
%%.................. gl . g}* !'
“osessnesieaains Jan........[811.50811 $9.81| §8, 50814, 33§11, 82810. 756
SR i faad Rt s 4 7 6k | Feb........| 11.17) 11 9.20 8,50 14.4 6| 10,717
e 7 6 4% | Mar .......| 11.35 11. 9.44 8.50| 14. 9| 10.718
e R 8 8 4 11.87 1L 9.64 8.53( 14. 10.792
is&e 8 5; 44 11.;31 9.95 8,78 14. 11.032
e B diitand g} : 8 11.60] 11. 10.84 9.06| 14.17 11,263
BT, sxoxrsesersances A + a .| 12.25 11. 11.39) 9.25( 14.44 11.872
o A e ) 0 5 by 18,07 1 12.07| 9.57) 14.86 12.532
m--.uuo---oo--nn-u- ? ls'w 12. 9. 15‘1 12.%5
S T o i b4 & 13.94 12.58| 10,31/ 15. 13,187
is?zo------noonnacnnaa lg g= ;* R 13' B ID. 15. lslm
ig«ﬁ E‘ 18' ?{ 12,62 11.12{ 15.71 8. 407
8,19 7.84] 14.
LI ES A “ 8 £4 0.3 9.8 10,81
RO il e R e 6 - T4 X 11.07| 15.76/18.78! . .....
i 2 (44 10.96| .89 14 11,807
6 1?,1 8.49| 7.87 13.87 9,734
i 9% 7.8 775 12,09 ;
7.78 8.73/ 11.89 9,404
Prices of hides at Chicago, with comparisons of previous years. ;-“3 &43' H-W 3‘3’03
CHICAGO PACKER HIDES, 19035. 9. 8.71 12,84 95| 10, 276
' : 9.43 8.46 12, 9. 986
2 I |4 |3 [2,18 |& g 8.85 7.45 12. 9,009
2 |9 |8 |8 |8E|E |B g | = 6.36| 5.83 9. 6.996
gg |85 |5a |5s |8 Eg Ry = 7.86| 6.51] 11. 8.205
Date. g(-8|.8 gl 2 g |2 8.73 8.89 7.8 4.917
B vl 8| me E.S 8| = o 3. 4.37 8. 5.072
] T B R b 5 1892.... 4.28 5.05 8. 5.764
NN R LR |
{ = { Antwerp prices of South American salted ox hides.
Jan..... ... [$13. 80 $12, 50 $13. 81 §12. 87 $12. 57 §12, 03 §11. 75:811. 05,
Feb........| 13.49] 12.47 13.81] 12.93 12.27| 11.81] 11.65| 11.75| Year. Price, Year. Price.
DR ] 13.00f 12. 41} 18.96, 18.10{ 12.82 11.62| 11.62| 11.92
ADPFiiTia 12.65 14,75 13.76| 12.62 12.00 12.06| 12.12
BY » e 13,25 16.11] 14.25{ 13.16| 12.37| 12.50| 12.50 Cents, Cents,
June ...... 13. 08/ + 14.15{ 13. 12| 12.65, 12.55( 12. 65 10060 -ue R A T 0l e e v 133
JUIY cacnees 18.11} 14.50, 13.12 13.10| 13.20| 13.17| 12. 96 104
KO it 25 13. €5/ 14.73, 14.37| 13.59] 14.15, 14.00| 18,50 10
Bept ....... 18.75| 14.30 14.47) 13. 54 14.24| 14.09( 13.50 0
i FIed 13.75( 14.41) 14.50' 13.50! 14.50 10
NOY -...--.- 13.91| 14.57 14. 13. 66 14.&9l 1 11
Theas. gl 14. 00/ 14.75! 14.75! 13.75] 14.75 11
Average: | 104
1905.... 18.21] 14,44 13.91) 18.08{ 13.16 13%
1904....| 1 10. 89 12. 65| 11,67 kT PR S SO S n s e wa 1 A T e R N 12}
e e b
14.41]
{ : The price of hides is, after all, the best index of supply and demand.
o R It will 'be observed that South American hides were dearar in 1905 and
1899"" 11 44| 1207 11,55 1904 than at any time in twenty years. It should be interesting and
888 10, 08! 10, 74| 10, 43 instructive to readers of Hide and Leather to discover that conditions
1897 ... 0.14 9.83 B 04 affecti the supply and cost of hides are substantially the same in
1896, . .. 705 7. 6.94 South America as in our own country.
1895.... 8.97 8.60 THE SUPPLY OF PACKER HIDES.
18M4.... 5.73 5.41 The actunal slaughter of cattle at five leading western packing points
1895.... 6.28 5.49 for 1905 shows an Increase of 295,000 head from 1904, but a decrease
1892..... 7.40 0-50( of 127,772 head from 1903. This table gives the detailed figures:
Slaughter of cattle at five points for three years.
Average of Chicago packer and country hides for 1908 with
SUmpaTacHe 1905. 1904. 1908
PACKER HIDES. :
E 1 g 7 AT g 1o ol ey e B 1,989,152 | 2,163,081
% g § 5 E : 'E'j 1,012,665 | 1,083,384
BB | 8 s| 8|3 |2 e 642,277 | ~'766,870
& g 2lg 2|3 Bt Joseph .....cuamauciiananins 367,916 406,467 404, 937
sﬁ EH o R e T e e e 765,162 | 766,232 821, 433
2 o E o g
. E & s 2 E - ‘E Total..... P ST o T 5,061,883 | 4,766,793 | 5,189,655
It is evident from this showing that the supply of packer hides is
it ﬁm?g %er;tg.%u:t; Cémg (_‘).mg‘_tg %mng.% not keeping pace with lt.he increased consum t‘l’on of leather caused
it ?--::------ 40 o0 ho o S lenlsel v by the increased population and prosperity of the country.
March ...... Craswe 10.75 | 9.81 | 9.06 7.81 | 8.31 | 8.87 | 6.96
April...... 12.08 [10.83 (10,37 8.93 | 9.08 | 8.93 b8 APPENDIX L
Ma¥is i 11.45 13.60 12,00 [11.15 9.8) | 9.40 [8.90| 7.75 Exainir A.
_‘}ﬁ;’_::::::::‘_ igﬁ {?,.g% }gg{ %g %g? }gg lg:%ig g:m [Letters from harness manufacturers showling quantity and value of
AUZUSE.........000[15.75 15.45 [13.95 [14.00 13.25 [11.95 10,75 | 9. leather used in heavy harnesa.)
Sep ber........!15.81 15.50 |14.00 {14.21 18.43 (12.00 11.25 | 9. 8t. Lovrs, January 18, 1906.
October 15. 66 15.25 [13.75 (13.90 12.90 {11.75 (10.95 | 9. Mr. Cuarres H. WEIssE,
15. 87 15.43 [14.06 14, 18.12 {12.06 |11.381 | 10, Washington, D. C.
16.00 15.81 |14.43 [14.87 18.43 |12.81 (11.75 | 10. D;:iu Em:hYour “I::ﬁnd fia};t;r critnliﬁtlll tt‘_’h hand.dln rfgpogse to r:ame
we ve you erew. welg! o @ leather use on (-] eaAvy rme-
13.48 | 3. 89 112.55 [12.26 11.02 |10.40 (10.00 | 8. team harnesses, Weight of same would be from 35 to 45 pounds, ac-
4. 56 09 12. 72 88 111.85
| 88 20
10 80
47 12
59 61
62
17
k<]

1900 ..22221111Thaloo

B
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Trust information is satisfactory. If anything further is reguired,
we shall be pleased to furnish same, and remain,

Yours, very truly,

—_—
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Br. PAUL, MINN., January 19, 1906.
Hon. CuArLES H. WEISSE,
Washington, D, C.

DEAr Sim: Replying to your communication of the 15th, would state
the amount of leather used in a heavy team harness ranges, according
to the style and dimensions, from 35 to 60 pounds. Think the average
for this section is about 45 gonnds per set, for two horses, and costs
(cut stock), not counting labor for cutting, if average good stock is
used, $22.50 at the present price of leather, The labor on an average-
priced team harness, bg hand, about $6.50 per set. A good ordinary
team horse collar has 85 feet of leather, and which is worth $17 per
dozen. Labor, from $5.50 to $6.50 per dozen.

It seems to the writer, when we consider, according to the best statis-
tics at hand, there Is a world shortage on hides, and especially when the
price of cattle is not at all based on the value of the hide, which is
considered a hy-groduct only and really benefits only the large gﬁckerx.
who control both the hide and lepther market to-day, the tariff ought
to come off. There is no considerable number of people benefited by
high-priced hides, as the percentage of country hides taken off is very
small {ndeed com{mred to a few years ago, before the time when large
packers inaugurated thelr ll;masent system of farnishing “dressed beef
to all the small markets throughout the country, thereby cutting off
the local killing by the small butchers. The heavy increased demands
for different kinds of leathers has, during the past two years, made it
very diffienlt for manufacturers to secure sufficient quantity of certain
kinds of leather to supply their needs. Tanners ountside of what is
ordinarily called the * trust " claim that they afe unable to secure hides
at a price sufficient to run their tanneries at a full capacity.

Very truly, yours,

CHIicAGO, January I7, 1906,
Hon. CHARLES H. WEISSE,

House of Representatives, Washington, D. C.

Deaxr Sir: In reply to yours of 15th instant, the cost of leather in
Produelng heavy farm team harness is from $£10 to $20 per set: the
abor from $3 to $6 per set. For heavy full-leather horse eollars cost
Er leather is from $15 to $20 per dozen, and labor from $4 to $10 per
ozen.

This information is not definite, but there Is considerable difference
as to both cost of materials and labor, depending upon the grade and
heft of the harnesses and collars,

Very truly, yours,

Kaxsas Crry, Mo., January 19, 1906.

Hon. CaARLES H. WEISSE,
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C.

Dear Sie: Replying to yours of the 15th, will
set of heavy farm team harness there is about 40 pounds of leather, at
about a valuation of 45 cents per pound. In a n_full-leather horse
" collars there are about 100 feet of collar leather, at 21 cents per foot.

Trusting this will be satisfactory, we remalin,
Yours, very traly,

gay that in a single

Exuielrr B,

[Letters from manufacturers of plow shoes and
quantity of leather used and its value per pair.]
MILWAUKEE, Wis., U. 8. A, January 20, 1906
Mr. Cmances H. WEISSE, 3 E C Ry
Rheboygan Falls, Wis. ¥
DeAr Sir: We have your favor of the 1G5th Instant, inquiring as to
th% r&lg:mt of leather used In producing heavy grain-leather plow shoe
an ¥
It takes fully 23 feet to cut a regular height {6 inches
and for the lowest plow boot we make, which is 14 inches,
4} feet of leather, The leather we are using now costs 19
Yours, truly,

plow shoe,
t takes fully
cents a foot,

CHICAGO, January 18 ;
Mr. CHARLES H. WEISSE, g Ty 18, 1906
House of Representatives, Washington, D. €.

Dear Sir: Replying to yours of the 15th, figures such as you ask for
necessarily will vary in different institutions, according to “the size of
the last, height of shoe, and quality. Those we give below are the ones
in use in our establishment, and apply to standard height, last, and
quality made for workingmen. 3

Six and one-half to 7 ounce western ofl grain is used, for which we
are asked 183 cents per foot, with the usual discount. It requires abont
2% feet per palr; about guarter of a foot for the t, or tongue,
which is cut out of 7-cent leather. The strap on leather is usually got
out of serap which falls from the cutting of the sides. n shoes made
p!l]aln. without any trimmings, the above constitute all the leather in
the upper.

In gote leather it is hard to give any idea of the amount, for differ-
ent stocks are used for outsoles, slip soles, counter, and heels, and the
total weight in the shoe can only be arrived at by footing up the esti-
mates for these different parts and dividing by the average cost of the
leather. 1In this way we arrive at about 23 pounds. As to cost, there
is considerable variation, according to the quality of the leather used.
An outsole ecut from leather tanned from uth American dry hides,
at 24} cents per pound, to-day's market, would cost about 24 cents per
pair on our dies; inner soles, about 73 cents; slip soles, 63 cents ; the
counter, at T4 cents; the heel and top lift, 10 cents; total of 56 cents,
If domestic-slaughter sole leather is used, about 23 cents should be added
to the allowance for the outsole.

The amount of stock used in boots varles according to the height.
We have made boots which take only 5% feet per pair, and from that up
to 6. These would be cut from Ti-ounce oil grain sides, which are
to-day quoted at 20 cents per foot, with the us iscount. This
brings the cost of the upper from 51.05 to $1.20. To the sole-leather
estimates about 12 to 15 per cent should be added on account of the
heavier weight ulred for boots.

Trusting that this information will be satisfactory, and ready to
serve you farther,

Yours, truly,

—_—

XIIV—25

plow boots, showing [

ATPPENDIX K.
ExHIBIT A.
[Telegrams showing weights of western hides.]

MINNEAPOLIS, MINN,, January 17, 1906.

CHARLEs H. WEISSE,

House of Representatives, Washington, D. C.:
Three thousand October hides shipped by one dealer average 50
pounds, including all selections 25 pounds and up.

CHIcaGo, ILL., January 15, 1906,
Hon. CHARLES H. WEIssE,
Washington, D. C.

Dear Sir: SBhipments of hides received from small packer in Mon-
tana to-day. After sorted 25 pounds and up, the hides, 1,005 green
salted, averaged 563 pounds.

Yours, truly,

Kaxsas City, Mo, January 16, 1906.
Hon. CHARLES H. WeISSE,
Washington, D, C.
Dear Sir: The hides sold in Kansas City during the month of Octo-
ber s.ndY Septetmb?r. this year, 25 pounds and up, averaged 48 to 50 pounds,
ours, truly, v

DaxyroN, OH10, January 16, 1906.
Hon. CoArLEs H. WEISSE.
Dear Bir: Our hide collections in September, 1905, averaged 52
pounds for 25 and upward. Indianapolis collections averaged about
the same.

P —

ExHaieiT B.
[Letters quoting freight rates of the Chieago, Milwaukee and St. Paul
Railway on green and dry hides.]
CHICAGO, MILWAUKEE AND ST, PAUL RAILWAY,
Chicago, January 20, 1906.

Confirm my telephone message of this date, following are present

rates from nyer, Colo., to Chicago, Il :
Hides, green:

L. C. L., per 100 p d $1. 25

C. L., per 100 pounds. .70
Hides, dry:

L. C. L., per 100 p il 2.05

C. L., per 100 pounds .95

CHICAGO, MILWAUKEE AND ST. PAUL RAILWAY,
Chicage, January 20, 1906.

Confirming my telephone message of this date, following are present
rates from Butte, Mont., to Chicago, IlL :
Hides, green :
L. C. L., per 100 pounds _ $2.10
C. L., per 100 pounds 1. 1540
Hides, dry:
L. C. L., per 100 pounds 2.10
C. L., per 100 p d — 1.80
CHICAGO, MILWAUKER AND ST. PAUL RAILWAY,
Chicago, January 20, 1906.
Confirmin telephone message of this date, following are present
rates from Salt e City, Utah, to Chicago, 111.:
Hides, green:
L. C. L., per 100 pounds. $2.20
C. L., per 100 pounds. 1. 38
Hides, dry:
L. C{,L.. per 100 pounds s 8. 30
C. L., per 100 pounds 157

Exurrir C.
Letters showi ocean freight rates on green and dry hides, loose
[ = and baled.] ;

NEw YORK, January 22, 1906.
Hon. CaarLes H. WEIssE,
Washington, D. C.
Dear Smr: In reply to your esteemed favor of the 20th Instant we
beg to quote you the following freights:
%ry hides from Mexico, loose, 20 cents each and 5
Dry hides from Mexico, when baled up,
plus .¥> per cent.
W. 8. hides from Mexico, three-eighths cent per pound plus 5 per cent.
Dry hides from Central America, in bales, 13 cents per pound net.
Dry hides from South American ports, 12} cents each plus 5 per
cent, and light-house dues 86 cents per ton, wharfage 12 cents per ton.
These are export entry charges,
If we can get you any further information, please command ps.
Yours, truly, ;

per cent primage.
three-fourths cent per po%ﬁl

NEW YORK, January 23, 1906.
Hon, CHARLES H. WEISSE

'’
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C.

Dear Sie: Referring to your previous inguiry about freight rates, we
give you below the following quotations which we received this morning,
and which we hope will be of service to you:

From Calcutta: Buffalo hides, 60s. per 14 hundredweight; goatskins,
70s. per 14 hundredweight.

Nore.—Sixty shillings equal $14.75; T0s. equal $17.20, ’
NEw Yorx, January M, 1906

e

on. CHARLES H. WEISSE
= Congress, W:faungton, D. C.
Dear Sir: Referring to our communicatfon regarding the
rates, our freight t gets us the following : i S freight
London to New York, goatskin hides, 15s. plus 10 per cent for 2,240
pounds (on deck).
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New York to Milwaukee, goatskin hides, 30 cents per 100 pounds,
minimum 30,000 pounds ; less than carload, 35 cents per 100 pounds.

London to New York, dry hides, loose, 27.6s. plus 10 per cent; in
bales, 22.6s. plus 10 per cent.

New York to Milwaukee, dry hides, loose, 50 cents per 100 pounds;
in bales, 35 cents per 100 pounds; 20,000 pounds.

If we can be of any service to you here, please command us.

We are importing dry Batavia cowhides, vcrly spready, about 8 pounds
average, which we have sold very extenslively in your nelghborhood, and
we expect some in next month, and can offer s'ou about 1,000 of them,
subject to previous sale, at 36 cents per pound.

If you are interested in them, kindly advise us.

Hongkong-New York rates are not obtainable here, but we estimate
25 per cent for green salted.

Yours, truly, .

[According to the above letter of January 17, the rate on green
salted hides from London to New York is 15z, plus 10 per cent for
2,240 pounds (on deck), which is about 33 cents per' hundred, or 68
cents ]t.'»cr hundred to Milwaukee in less than ecarload lots, against a
rate of $2.10 for less than carload lots from Butte, on green salted
hides to Chicago, and a rate of $2.20 on less than carload lots on green
salted hides from Salt Lake City, making a difference in the stock
about the same as the difference in the tariff, or, according to the aver-
age couniry hide prices since the duty has been on, ma a difference
in the value of hides from there about the same as the duty, and the
man from Butte, Mont., doesn't receive any more for his hides if he
ships them to Chicago than the man from ndon, England, who ships
to Chicago, which is the greatest hide market in the world.” How does
the 15 per eent duty protect the man in Butte, and is it not the rail-
roads that fix the price?] ;

APPENDIX L.

A COMPARISON OF THE WORLD'S CATTLE STATISTICS—TABULATION OF
. OFFICIAL RETURNS.

[By Alfred Seymour Jones in the London (England) Leather Trades Re-
view. Reprinted in Hide and Leather, issue of January 27, 1906.]

WHY HIDES ARE DEAREE.

“1 am inclined to say that the increase in cattle has not kept Fnce
with the constantl increasing demand for leather brought about by
increase in population, new indunstries, factories, and wealth.” (Alfred
Beymour Jones, English leather trade authority,) {
uch has been sald and writien to explain the cause of, or canses
for, the advance in the values of hides during recent times. Among
the causes advanced the following have been especlally urged: That
the birth rate of cattle has not kept pace with the birth rate of human
beings. That when a country becomes a manufacturing area it does
so at the expensc of the depletion of the head of cattle. That rinder-
est and drought have caused serious losses. That more people to-day
uy leather n formerly. That war, during recent years, has, at
least in two countries, accounted for large declines in local herds,

In order to ascertain whether these causes are good, we must take the
officlal returns for all those countries which at present furnish them
and, at the same time, compare in a relative sense the demands of the
population for leather.

n all cases I give the maximum head first, then the minimum, and
when necessary the latest returns. The figures are extracted from offi-
clal returns during the past twenty-five years. The comments following
each are my own.

THE UNITED EINGDOM.

1905 11, 674, 026
1882_ 9, 832, 417
The progress of increase has been steady for over twenty-five years,

and the total head has never been so large as it is to-day

It is interesting to note and to remember when comparing the figures
for the United States that the British board of agriculture say: * The
live imports of cattle for 1904 numbered nearl{ 550,000 head, or 27,000
more than for 1903. The inicrease came from the United States, whence
100,000 more cattle were received than in 1803, equal to 72 per cent.”

We will now turn our attention to the four leading continental coun-
tries.

Russia in Europe, including Poland and Caucasia.

RUSSIA.
1900 32, 913, 228
1883 23, 628, 031
1903 .- 32,791, 700
1904 (estimated) 30, 858, 410
POLAXD
1888 8,013, 302
19503 2, 887, 400
1904 (estimated) 2, 319, 524
CAUCASTA.
1003 3, 625, 600
1900__ 3, 515, 590
1004 (estimated) 2, B92, 841

The official Russian returns for 1904 show a decline, and from m
knowledge of that country I should put the reduction down to the tm:t
satisfactory politieal situation which has existed there for some years
past, but w!t[]?the establishment of good government the total head of
cattle should be largely augmented. The country is especially suited
to the rearing of cattle.

1900 (latest)
1873

GERMANY.
18, 939, 692
15, 776, 702
1 have gone back thirty years in the case of Germany to ascertain if
there is any justification for the plea that * when a country has become
a manufacturing area it does so to the depletion of the head of cattle.”
I think no one will deny that the Fatherland, since the war of 1870,
which brought her unity, has become a large manufacturing country.
Yet from 1873 up to date each year shows a steady and progressive
increase in her ecattle.

FRANCE.
1002 = 14, 928, 550
1885_ 13, 104, 970
1903 - 14,103, 090
The increase has been continuous up to 1902,

Q0 Akt AUSTRIA. o HoE. 620
: »
1869. T, 425, 212

HUNGARY.

1895 (last) 6, 783, 365
1870 . b, 279, 193

In the instance of Austria I had to go as far back as 1869 to find the
minimum. It is regrettable that both countries afford no later dates
(t:hau those given, but each country shows a remarkable and steady in-

In referring to the above countrles, the British board of agriculture
says: * Bo far as the head of the five leadlu% European countries are
concerned, viz, Russia in BEurope, Germany, United Kingdom, France,
and Austria, there would B%J;A'Jipear to have been a general advance in
numbers. The combined heads are greater I? nearly 22 per cent than
they were some thirty years GE. If the older figures may be trusted,
the percentage of rise in Austria was the greatest, or something like 28

per cent, as against 20 per cent in France and Germany and 13 per
cent In our own country.”

UNITED STATES OF NORTH AMERICA.
1900_ 07, 822, 330
1870 23, 820, 608
1905 T 61, 241, 907

“The heads of the United States have, according to the official data,
shown no growth whatever since this country began,” say the British
board of agriculture.

It will perhaps be of interest If I give the statisties since 1870:

1870, 23, 820, 608
1880 29, 675, 533
1890_ 57, 648, 702
1900- e e 67, 8§22, 336

The above are census figures. The census of 1900 Included spring

calves, a procedure, it is explained, adopted in only a few instances in
the enumerations of 1800, 1880, and 1870.

1902 61, 424, 599
1903 61, 764, 433
1904 61, 049, 815
1905 x 61, 241, 007

It a rs to me that had the annual census been taken on 1900

pea
basls there would have been no falling off, but a fairly steady total
during the past five years.
CANADIAN DOMINION.

5,576, 451
4, 120, 580

The data collected at the census for the following provinces do not
agree with those published by the provincial governments, consequently
are not comparable with above:

1001 (last)
1891

ONTARIO.
1904 2, 776, 104
1881 1, 702, 167
The increase has been constant annually.
MANITORA.
1903 810, 577
1902 e 282, 343
1904 = 306, 943
NORTHWEST TERRITORY.
1901 (last) 591, 739
1891 TS 231, 827
_ NEW BRUNSWICK.
1901 (last) — 227,196
1501 204, 692
. NEWFOUNDLAND.

1901 (last) 32, 767
15891 23, 828
KOVA SCOTIA.

1891 824, 172
1901 (last) 316,174
PRINCE EDWARD ISLAXND,

1901 (last) 112, 779
1881 e 90, 722
QUEBEC.

1901 (last) 1, 365, 829
1891 — 069, 312

With the exception of two Provinces, Canada as a whole has steadily,
year by year, increased her store of cattle.

Australian commonwealth.
NEW SOUTH WALES.

1895 —— 2, 150, 057
1902 1, T41, 226
1903 1, 880, 578

This State every three years reaches 2,000,000 head, and in subse-
guent two years loses ground. Drought possibly has something to do
with it

VICTORIA.
1891 1, 782, 881
1881 1, 286, 267
1901 1,602, 384
Census taken every ten years.
QUEENSLAND.
1805 6, 822, 401
1903 (last) 2,481, T17

This State has reduced her head of cattle steadlly since 1895, and
appears to be going out as a live-stock producer,

SOUTH AUSTRALIA, EXCLUDING NORTHERN TERERITORY.

1801 —— 359, 938
1903 - 213, 343
1904 L 244, 610

This State has been declining in head of cattle for some years, falling
below 300,000 in 1897,

WESTERN AUSTRALIA.
497, 617

1903 (last)
1887

This State shows an annual Increase since 1887,

B L S S N i i | i S el I o il A=l 7 Lol el SR B!
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TASMANTA.
1904 (last) .- - 185, 038
0] S S n B e S s 150, 004
This State shows a steady annual increase.
NEW ZEALAND.
004__ 1, 736, 850
5§ e o LY A AT A e e S . 1, 203, 024

Here, too, the increase has been year by year.

It ecan scarcely be maintained that the vast area of Australla,
1,002,447,000 acres, and of New Zealand, 67,041,000 acres, are cattle-
ralsing countries; yet, excepting Queensland, the total head of cattle
has been fairly maintained in spite of the drought, etc.

CAPE OF GOOD HOFE.

2,303, 582
_____________ 1, 077, 044

The returns of 1899 do not include Vryburg division of Bechuanaland.
Blnce 1899 war has undoubtedly diminished the head of cattle, but it
is anticipated that when enumeration is resumed the figures of 1896
will be approached.

FATAL. _
1908 (IRBE) e == 626, 727
R e 278, 658
This colony shows a continuous increase since 1898,
BEHODESIA.
1505 114, 592-
1903 04, 544
A new colony with great promise.
TRANSVAAL.
1903 200, 000
1902 — T 50, 000
These are official estimates.
URUGUAY.
1900 6, 827, 428
1804 e 5, 205, 272
1001_____ i G, 326, 601
Returns show a falrly continuous advance up to 1900.
ARGENT]NA.
1888 --- 21,961, 6567
B ) e e ey e L NI s 21, 701, 526

Unfortunately this important cattle-raising state provides no regular
or recent statistics, but we may reasonably expect a further decline, be-
canse as agriculture increases it is the invariable rule for live stock to
make way for the plow.

ALGERIA.

1801 XL 1, 233, 051

1808_ =25 S 1, 004, 175

T o S 1, 035, 104
MEXICO.

1902. 5, 142, 457
JAPAN.

1001 (last) 1, 282, 341

e LR R ) P S M N S - 1,044, 978

It is doubtful whether Japan, in spite of her 94,409,000 acres, will
ever be a serious cattle-raising country. The area of the pasture land
is limited, and the prevalence of bamboo grass a constant source of
danger fo live stock; nor is she likely, in my opinion, for many years
yet, to become, outside of her army and navy requirements, a large user
of leather.

SIBERIA AND BTEFFPES.

b4 L S S S e S 4, 946, 800
1900__ = « . 4, 154, 450
RO e R e e e 4, 483, 585
Latter is an official estimate.
SERVIA,
1900 (last) S B e R e A A S S 942, 087
1890____ 810, 2
Increase continuous.
SPAIN.
¥yt L S s e e ol W L TR S e e LB ——— 2217, G5O
ROUMANIA.
1000 (last)____ e e 2, 588§, 526
1807__ 2,138, 315
Increase erratic.
BULGARIA, .
1808, e 1,767, 074
Including 342,193 buffalo.
ITALY.
1800 5, 000, 000
1875 8, 489, 125
1882_ 4, 783, 232
1890 estimated by authorities.
SWITZERLAND.
1901 (last) 1, 340, 375
1876 ____ = A , 856
Steady annual Increase.
SWEDEN.
1901 2, 594, 359
1880 _____ 2, 227, 167
1903 E; 2, 586, 204
Increase fairly steady.
NORWAY.
1875 1, 016, 617
1900 (last) 950, 201
Steady decrease.
1903 (last) e 1, 687, 100
BBL) -~ ' » 1
1804 __ 1, 504, 300
Increase annually.
BELGIUM.
1003 (last) 1, 720, 150
1866 - 1, 242, 445

Increase slow, but steady throughout.

&

INDIAN EMPIRE.

Indla plays no small part In influencing hide values. The number of
bovine animais is so large that I give the totals for the past five years
of enumeration returns:

1899 -——- 87, 089, 789
1900 -3 ---- 87,737, 930
1901 87, 288, 933
1502 S 85, 205,

1903 . 835, 135, 600

In comparing these figures we must bear in mind that in 1809 8ind
was not included, and in 1902 and 1903 the la t previnee of Bengal
was not Included. Had it been enumerated I think it would bhave been
found that India shows little or no decline in numbers.

CEYLOX.
e e L 1,476, 747
1002 ____ —— 1,347,827
1904 —— 1,421,533

CONCLUDING SUMMARY,

The foregoing officlal returns, though not up-to-date, will furnish
us with some indication of the Pos!.tlon of the cattle herds of the major

rtion of the world. It omits such Important countries as China,

orea, Manchuria, Malay States, Africa (;éenernlj, and many South
American states. A careful study of the figures will show that the
herds have been fairly maintained, if not increased, In many important
instances, and that when a country becomes a manufacturing area the
tendency is to increase the herds. If that is true, what are the causes
for the apparent scarcity? I am inclined to say that the Increase in
herds has not kept pace with the constantly increasing demand for
leather brought about by increase In population, mew industries, fac-
torles, and wealth.

This Increased demand has been met somewhat in the past by the

litting machine, which made a hide or skin from two to four
times as far as formerly, but even that limit has n passed. The in-
troduction of electricity was heralded as the abolitionist of leather
belting, yet more belting is being made to-day in leather, textile, and
rubber than ever, and electric works have become large users of leather,
In boots and shoes we have become extravagant. Our forefathers were
not content if a boot did not last a few years; it had to be soled and
heeled until the' upper was done. Where are the boot-repairing shops,
the cobbler, to-day Clogs In Lancashire and Yorkshire are giving
place to boots. On the Continent sabots no longer find favor. In-
creased facilities of locomotion—electric cars, motor cars, palatial
steamers, etc.—all make for increased consumption of leather, even to
alteration in style of footwear.

We have, In my opinion, to recognize that the social and mechaniecal
revolution during the past two demdes accounts for a very large share
of the increased demand.

The wars in South Afriea and Manchuria must have depleted the
world’'s accumulation of leather, and while raging brought grist to the
suppliers ; but war always leaves evil effects on commerce which time
alone can repair. 3

In conclusion, the fowﬁ:)ing statistics do not in all cases bring us up-
to-date ; but looking at the various countries in the llght of thelr his-
tory and over the events of the past few years, especially where we
have no returns, I think that we may reasonably sum up the situation:
“The herds of the world have increased in proportion to demand in a
declining ratio.”

APPENDIX M.
Imports of cattle.

. Free, g;?ma‘ Dutiable.
Year,
Number.| Value. | Number.| Value.
1895 s eeannsvonnccn isnassannasnnsosnsannsss| 14,056 | §99,114 | 184,825 | $668, 749
T34 15,091 | 217,092 | 1,494,765
204 ; 828,773 | 2,565,497
577 76,681 | 201,012 | 2,836,
624 5, 85 199,128 | 2,225,
1,045 | 202,615 | 179,961 | 2,035,079
1,249 | 273,728 | 144,778 | 1,657,706
1,928 | 875,006 ,099 | 1,283,
1,481 | 225,875 , 694 935, 673
684 | 79,986 | 15,872 | 280,751
! Ezxports of cattle.
[From Agricultural Year Book, 1004.]
Average
Year. Number. Value. price.
§35, 009, 095, 00 §88,95
26, 082, 428. 00 90. 68
83, 461, 922. 00 93.14
80, 603, 796. 00 92.26
84, 560, 672. 00 2.7
86, 357, 451. 00 92. 70
87,827, 500. 00 86.12
0, 516, 833. 00 78.35
il RS R AR ccaneencansanacnas| 897, B0, 635, 153. 00 77.11
L L e sssmsmmasnsevssssaas]| 409,218 | 87,566, 980. 00 81.81
08 e e iciaiasasanannaannarsansasananioans] S, 29, 902, 212. 00 76.11
1 AR SRR S A wemenneenees| 402,178 | 20,848 036,00 74.22
1004 iR T Passgenny L A it y 42,256, 291. 00 71.21
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The tariff of 273 per cent added to the price of these cattle, no doubt,
accurd!nf to the man from Iowa's idea, the home market, and the
duty of 15 per cent on hides added to the price of these cattle when the
hides are sold in the foreign market and must pay 15 per cent du? to
get back in the United States. Won't the hide be worth less the duty
and freight in the forelizgn market; and then dom't the cattle sell for
less here than they would if hides came back here free, we being the
largest tanning country in the world, and use them? Or was it because
we imported 828,773 head in 1897 and only 15,372 in 1904 that cansed

these large exports and the difference in price of $21.50 lower in 10047
Imports of hides and skins.
Year, Pounds, Value. Dutiable.
TR e v S e e b ek g o e S s 240,071,891 | §64,763,146 | §14,949,518
& 52,006,070 | 10,989,
58,081,613 | 16,159,902
58,006,618 | 17,474,089
48,220,013 | 14,647,413
57,985,698 | 19,408,217
41,988,043 | 18,621, M5
86,068,932 | 183,624,980
27, 868, 026 Free.
80,520,177 Free.
26,122,942 Free.
16,784,152 Free,
28, 847, 896 Free,
26,850,218 |..cocunennne
27,930,769 |..cccevnnnes

In 1898 we tanned 126,243,595 pounds of imported hides, with the
duty on. In 1904 we tanned 85,370,168, or a decrease of over 50 per
cent of hides that we pay a duty on, which shows that in the tanning
business this class of stock has been decreasing because we can't get
the raw material free. In 1808 we tanned hides that come in free, or
so-called *skins,” to the extent of 54,607,534 unds, and in 1904
103,024,752 pounds, an increase of almost 1 per cent, showirtnﬁ

lainly that when we have the raw material free we can compete wi

e world In producing leather, and If we have free hides will tan
sufflcient leather to supply the needs of the whole world, employing
American capital and American labor.

Ezport of hides.

2,
8, 858, 46
2,310,

Export of hides is caused by the use of different grades of hides for
different purposes, as, in order to make the different grades of shoes,
they must have leather made out of different kinds of hides to produce
the shoe at the lowest possible price. -

Imports of all kinds of leather and kid gloves and all other manu-
factures of leather.

Year. Leather. mdglgve"
$12,952,519 | §6,571,344
4,909,231 6,190, 984
5,178,566 | 6,120,601
5, 021, 846 6, 295, 939
5,701,193 | 6,185,819
6,510,172 | 6,073,024
5,287,707 5, 878, M40
5,625,145 | 5,788, 950
6, 337, 664 6, 945, 507

6, 098, 005 7,862,137
6,863,843 | 6,959,695

Imports of leather consist mostly of fine kid, manufactured kid shoes,
and fancy gloves, and fine English rein and saddle leather, which is
mostly used for the fine trade in the large cities, and costs a great deal
more than the American goods, and could not be produced in America
on account of the difference in tanning and currylnf. ed
leather, which we have never been able to make successfully on account
of our tanning, Germany and France having the quality of bark that
is necessary to make these goods, which we can not secure except by
going over there and buying it from them.

Ezports of leather and manufactures of leather.

=

1005 $37, 936, 745
1904 23, 680, 615
1 31, 617, 389
1902 29, 708, 323
1901__ 27, 923, 653
1900 27, 293, 010
1899 23, 466, 985
1898 21, 113, 640

1807 $10, 161, 446
1896, 20, 242, 7566
18856 15, 615, 407
1894 14, 283, 402
1895 11, 912, 154
189 12, 084, 781
189 13, 278, 847

Exports of leather increased about 90 per cent in the four years from

1893 to 1808, so-called ** dull and panie years,” and from 1807 to 19035,
such prosperous years, only increased about 95 per cent, showing plainly
that when hides were on the free list the exports of manufactures of
leather increased more rapldly. z

Btatistics of boot and shoe manufacture in the United States.

[From the Census Report of 1000.]

Estab- W

= age-

Year llshm Capital. earners.
United States ...... T 1900 1,600 | $101,795,238 | 142,922
1890 2,082 95, 282,611 138, 690
80 1,257, 746 994
56 1,740,175 2,280
15 789,618 719
20 2100 995
b5 B, 851,482 b, 563
56 8,781,476 8,992
7 254, 852 207
1 280, 166 296
12 260, 345 897
17 208, 244 786
o Dhite| o
19 499, 609 896
28 863, 965 1,182
640 | 87,577,630 58, 646
1,057 44, 567,702 67,874
13 1,185, 961 1,117
12 972, 584 1,809
67 8,123,481 12,007
64 3,956,774 7,912
84| 8,158,255 4,421
109 2,811,098 5,162
223 11,983, 239 15, 796
257 | 11,960,891 15, 361
81 7,549,142 12,718
63 3,176,318 5,743
146 6, 860, 480 9,144
158 b, 394,799 7,616
40 2,473, 626 2,607
a2 2,621, 606 2,036

Erxports of boots and shoes.

Year. Pairs, Value.
AR
3,966,708 | 0,183,008
8,494,041 | 5,526,200
3,016, 720 4, 726, 656
1,834,277 | 2,711,885
1,307, 031 1, 816, 538
1,224,484 | 1,708, 224
1, 086, 2356 1,436, 686
822,412 | 1,010,228
647,818 Ti7, 854
493, 027 500, 754
745,112 914, 974
1,735 661, 343

Doots and shoes, from 1893 to 18986, increased about 100 per cent,
and from 1901 to 1904 increased only about 30 per cent, showing that
the percentage of gain was much larger when we had free hides than
when we had the duty on.

THREE HUNDRED AND SEVENTY-NINE DOLLARS A YEAR IS WHAT ILLINOIS
MINERS GET—BUREAU OF LABOR STATISTICS REPORT SHOWS THIS WAS
AVERAGE PAY FOR 1 WERE KILLED AND 535 INJUERED AT
WORE—WHILE THE OPERATORS CEY * OVERPRODUCTION,” THEY ARE
OPENING NEW MINES.

[By W. C. Roberts.]

SPRINGFIELD, April 8, 1906.

The bureau of labor statistics demonstrates in gla.rlng ﬂguras why
the Illinois miners are seeking an advance in wages. The 53,380 em-

loyees who work undergro in the mines an average of only
379 last year. They recelved an average of only one hundred an
seventy-five days’ work. They earned an aggregate of $20,214,344,

The value at the mouths of the plts of the coal they mined was $38,-
689,514. What the operator received for his coal in the different mar-
kets to which it was shipped is not given. The figures are taken from
reports made by the operators and the amount for which the coal was
sold omitted by them.

Another feature of the report that establishes the danger of the min-
ers’ employment is that 199 were killed, or 1 to every 186,851 tons of
coal mined, and 535 were injured. Children left fatherless number 231.
This was before the shot-firers law was enacted. Since the law went
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into effect there have been fewer violent deaths. The operators do not
like the law, becanse the miners In their new agreemen

the operators pay the shot firers. The miners claim that it is tha d‘nty
of the operators to make empl ent in mines as safe as poss
therefore they should pay tha shot firers, who, the legislature ved.
were necessary for that purpose.

WHAT THE REPORT SHOWS.

Advance sheets of the coal re{mrt of 1905 have been furnished by
Becretary David Ross. The following table gives many interesting
facts regarding the miners:

Table showing mining statistics for 1905 and 1904

1905. 1904,
Number of counties producing coal........cceeuenenan 56 54
Number of mines and openings of all kinds......... 990 932
New mines or old mines reopened during t.he yenr 168 106
Mines closed or abandoned since last re 109
Total output of all mines in tons of 2, 87,077,801
Number of shipping or commereial mmas 380
Total output of shipping mines.. 85,779,517
Number of mines in local trade only... 352
Outputof local mines.........cccvcveeansnnanas 1,298, 580
Total tons of mine-run coal. 10, 627, 904
Total tons of lump coal 16, 888, 010
Total tons of egg coal.. 1,014, 700
Total tons of nut 1, 602, 380
Total tons of pea coal. . b, 751,570
Total tONS OF EIACK CORL. . 00 0emenoeemeoen e s emes oo 1,193,334
Total tonsshipped......c.cocvcriiiinerrannas 81,778, 260
Tons suﬁf!led 1o !aoomnuves at the mines 1,223,009
................... 2, 600, 808 2,521,612
Tons consumed or wa.sted at the plant . . 1,737, 256 1,554,926
Average daysof active operation for shilnping mines. . 198 213
Average da J‘s of active o tion for all mines....... 176 197
Average value per ton, des, at the mines...... $1.041 $1.10
Average vulncpertmotm ne-run coal at mines £1.062 £1.08
Average value per ton of lump coal at the mines $1.291 $1.37
Average value per ton of egg coal at the mines. . §1.237 $1.39
ivera.ge ‘\[:iueperton o{nut eoal at tgjemmin::h §0. 865 §1.0404
verage value per ton of pea or scree at
the mines. ‘p % e $0. 48 £0. 5613
Average value per ton of slack coal at the 1 mjm;s £0.301 $0. 5336
Aggregate home value of total produet. .............. $38, 689, 858 840,774,223
Numbur of mines in whichmining machines are used. 78 66
Number of mining machines in use.......coaveianean T84 609
Number of tons undercut by machines. .............. 8, 202, 066 7,400, 345
Number of tons mined by band.....ccccveceianannans 28, 981, 308 26,677, 554
Averagenumberof miners employed during the year. 41,202 37,987
Average number of other employees undergmund 10, 694 9,812
Average number of boys employed underground.. 1,540 1,562
Average number of employees above ground........ 5,794 5,413
Total SIPIOYOER. .. .. o e oocnnassanesrnamsmmsnnse 59, 230 b4, 774
Number of men at work underground............... 53,436 49,361
Numberof men 0N SOIACL.cecueeneaciatcicancnmanens b, 7™ 5,413
Average price paid per gross ton for hand mining,
shipping mines..... .. .ccorercasasecssmismannnns $0.5782 $0. 5933
Average price pmd per ton for machine mining. £0. 4432 §0. 4659
Number of kegs of powder used for blasting coal..... 938, 500 923, 418
Number of kegs of powder used for other purposes.. 4,158 8,717
Number of men accidentally killed ........covnn..... 199 157
Number killed inside of mines....cccceeciacncmnann.. 197 148
Number killed outside of mines. .. 2 9
Number of wives made widows 102 87
Number of children left fatherless 231 250
Number of men injured so as to lose a month or
T e R e e R e L e B35 507
Number of gross tons mined to each life lost......... 86, 851 286,165
Number of employees to each life lost 298 349
Number of deaths per 1,000 employed .. s 3.4 2.87
Number of gross tons mined to each man injured 69, 502 73,132
Number of employees to each man injured .......... m 108

NEW MINES BEING OPENED.

Many pew mines are being o?e in Illinois, notwithstanding th
operators say that too much coal is being mined. At the Ind.la.napolls
convention the operators declared they could not pay an advance be-
caunse of overproduction. Now they are discrediting their own claims
by preparing to lucre:me the production when they sign up with the
miners, after fettlu;: rid of the vast quantities of coal they stored in
anticipation of a strike.

While the miners lived last year w

n an average of $379, they in-
creased this during the months of

bruary and March. They were

g‘lven all the work they could do, but they received no more ton.
hey simply mined more coal. But for the next sixty days they are
not likely to have any employment, and the average for s year will

be as low as that of the last.

Mining is different from almost every other occupation. The miners
work out in the country, far from factories and large towns. When
not employed in the mines they can not get work at any other calling.
They must remain idle. They are therefore slaves to their trade
The rator knows this, and he can take advantage of the miner by

hrowing him out of employment whenever the whim strikes him.

There are several thousand miners in SBangamon County. They are
nearly all idle. A number of small mines are working. But the miners
who are walting the pleasure of the o tors declare they Intend to
stand out for the advance In wages. They have no doubt they will get
it. Even the operators admit this. But not now. .

“Let us sell our coal first,” they say.

Mr. MACON. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to
e.xtend. my remarks in the RECORD.

The CHATRMAN. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr, HILL. Mr. Chairman, I move that the committee do now
rise.

The motion was agreed to.

The committee accordingly rose; and the Speaker having re-
sumed the chair, Mr. OLmsTED, Chairman of the Committee of
the Whole House on the state of the Union, reported that that
committee had had under consideration the bill H. R. 1438,
the tariff bill, and had come to no resolution thereon.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE.

Mr. Joyce, by unanimous consent, was granted leave of ab-
sence indefinitely, on account of important legal business.

ADJOURNMENT.

Mr. HILL. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House do now
adjourn.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly (at 6.o'clock and 10 minutes p. m.) the House
adjourned.

PUBLIC BILLS, RESOLUTIONS, AND MEMORIALS.

Under clause 3 of Rule XXII, bills, resolutions, and me-
morials of the following titles were introduced and severally
referred as follows:

By Mr. LANGHAM: A bill (H. R. 5153) to provide for the
erection of a public building at Punxsutawney, Pa.—to the Com-
mittee on Public Buildings and Grounds.

By Mr. OLDFIELD: A bill (H. R. 5154) prohibiting the issu-
ance and operation of federal liquor licenses in communities
where state or local laws forbid the sale of intoxicating
lignors—to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. MANN: A bill (H. R. 5155) to provide for the gov-
ernment of the Canal Zone, the construction of the Panama
Canal, and for other purposes—to the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce,

By Mr. FLOOD of Virginia: A bill (H. R. 5156) to provide
for the improvement of the Appomattox River, in Virginia—
to the Committee on Rivers and Harbors.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5157) to provide for the improvement of
Willis River, in Virginin—to the Committee on Rivers and
Harbors.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5158) to provide for enlarging and im-
proving the United States building at Staunton, Va.—to the
Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5159) to distribute the surplus in the
Treasury of the United States to the several States, Territories,
and the District of Columbia for the sole purpose of improving
the roads therein—to the Committee on Ways and Means.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5160) to establish a fish-cultural station in
the State of Virginia—to the Committee on the Merchant Marine
and Fisheries.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5161) fo repair a portion of the roadway
to the national cemetery at Staunton, Va., and to keep said por-
tion of said road in repair—to the Committee on Military
AfTairs.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5162) to constitute a commission to investi-
gate the purchase of American-grown tobacco by the govern-
ments of foreign countries—to the Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce,

Also, a bill (H. R. 5163) to construct a highway from the sta-
tion in the town of Appomattox, Va., to the battlefield of Appo-
mattox and other points of interest near said battlefield—to
the Committee on Military Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5164) providing for the erection of a public
building in the town of Waynesboro, Va.—to the Committee on
Public Buildings and Grounds.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5165) to create a commission to prepare
a code of laws for the regulation and control of insurance com-
panies doing business within the District of Columbia—to the
Committee on the District of Columbia.

By Mr. SISSON: A bill (H. R. 5166) to provide for the pur-
chase of a site and the erection of a public building thereon at
Winona, in the State of Mississippi—to the Committee on Pub-
lic Buildings and Grounds.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5167) to provide for the purchase of a site
and the erection of a public building thereon at Grenada, in the
State of Mississippi—to the Commitiee on Public Buildings and
Grounds.
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Also, a bill (H. R. 5168) to authorize a survey of the Yalo-
busha River, Mississippi, with the view to making same navi-
gable—to the Committee on Rivers and Harbors.

By Mr. LANGLEY : A bill (H. R. 5169) to regulate the inter-
state-commerce shipment of intoxicating liqguor—to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. MARTIN of South Dakota: A bill (H. R. 5170) to
regulate corporations, joint stock companies, and other associa-
tions engaging in interstate and foreign commerce in food and
fuel supplies—to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce.

By Mr. WEEKS: A bill (H. R. 5171) for the relief of officers
of the navy retired for disability incident to the service, em-
ployed on active duty—to the Committee on Naval Affairs.

By Mr. HUFF: A bill (H. R. 5172) to amend an act to amend
the pension laws by increasing the pensions of soldiers and
gailors who have lost an arm or leg in the service, and for other
purposes, approved March 3, 1883—to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. RR. 5173) to provide for the erection of a public
building at Butler, Pa.—to the Committee on Public Buildings
and Grounds. .

By Mr. MARTIN of South Dakota: A bill (H. R. 5174) to
regulate corporations, joint stock companies, and other associa-
tions engaging in interstate and foreign commerce—to the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. SHEFFIELD : A bill (H. R, 5175) for the erection of
a monument to Admiral Esek Hopkins—to the Committee on
the Library. )

By Mr. COCKS of New York: A bill (H. R. 5176) providing
for the regulation, identification, and registration of motor
vehicles engaged in interstate travel—to the Committee on In-
terstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. RICHARDSON: A bill (H. R. 5177) for the purpose
of exempting lime nitrogen, an agricultural fertilizer, from im-
port duties—to the Committee on Ways and Means.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5178) for the erection of a monumental
statue in the city of Florence, Ala., to Gen. John Coffee—to the
Committee on the Library.

Also, a bill (H. . 5179) to regulate the removal of causes
from the state courts to the federal courts on account of preju-
dice or local influence—to the Committee on the Judiciary.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5180) to make it unlawful for certain
federal officeholders to serve as delegates in a convention called
to nominate a President of the United States or other elective
United States officers—to the Committee on Election of Presi-
dent, Vice-President, and Representatives in Congress.

By Mr. AUSTIN: A bill (H. R. 5181) to create in the War
and Navy departments, respectively, a roll to be known as the
civil war officers’ annuity honor roll, to authorize placing there-
on with pay certain surviving officers who served in the Volun-
teer or Regular Army, Navy, or Marine Corps of the United
States in the civil war and who are not now on the retired list
of the Regular Army, Navy, or Marine Corps, and for other
purposes—to the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. TOWNSEND: A bill (H. R, 5182) to amend an act
to increase the pensions of those who have lost limbs in the
military or naval service of the United States, approved March
2, 1903—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. HOUSTON: A bill (H. R. 5183) for the continued im-
provement of Caney Fork River, Tennessee—to the Committee
on Rivers and Harbors.

Also, a bill (H. I, 5184) to provide for the purchase of a site
and the erection of a public building thereon at Fayetteville, in
the State of Tennessee—to the Committee on Public Buildings
and Grounds. -

By Mr. KEIFER: A bill (H. R. 5185) to provide for the
erection of a monument in the ecity of Washington, in recognition
of the services of regular and volunteer enlisted men in all the
wars of the United States—to the Committee on the Library.

By Mr. LOUD: A bill (H. R. 5186) to provide for the con-
struction of a federal building at Petoskey, Mich.—to the Com-
mittee on Public Buildings and Grounds.

Also, a bill (H. It. 5187) for the purpose of constructing a
breakwater in Lake Huron at Rogers City, Mich.—to the Com-
mittee on Rivers and Harbors.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5188) for dredging the inland water route
in Michigan—to the Committee on Rivers and Harbors.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5189) to dredge a channel in the Saginaw
River, Michigan—to the Committee on Rivers and Harbors.

Also, a bill (H. R, 5190) for the construction of a dredge for
use on the western shore of Lake Huron, State of Michigan—to
the Committee on Rivers and Harbors,

Also, a bill (H. R, 5191) to provide for opening a channel at
Rogers City, Mich.—to the Committee on Rivers and Harbors.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5192) to create a third federal district
court in Michigan, to be known as the northern district—to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. PADGETT : A bill (H. R. 5193) for the erection of a
public building at Pulaski, Tenn.—to the Committee on Public
Buildings and Grounds.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5194) authorizing the Secretary of War to
have erected at Hohenwald, Tenn., a monument in honor of
Meriwether Lewis—to the Committee on the Library.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5195) establishing the Franklin National
Military Park—to the Committee on Military Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5196) to establish a fish-cultural station
in the county of Hickman, in the State of Tennessee—tfo the
Committee on the Merchant Marine and Fisheries.

By Mr. REID: A bill (H. R. 5463) to amend an act approved
September 30, 1890, providing for the building of a bridge across
the Arkansas River at Dardanelle, Ark.—to the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. HIGGINS: A bill (H. R. 5464) fixing the return days
in the circuit court of the United States for Connecticut—to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. CARTER: A bill (H. R. 5465) for the erection of a
public building at McAlester, Okla.—to the Committee on Public
Buildings and Grounds.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5466) for the acquisition of a site and the
erection thereon of a public building at Ardmore, Okla.—to the
Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds.

By Mr. MANN : Joint resolution (H. J. Res. 38) repealing joint
resolution to provide for the distribution by Members of the
Sixtieth Congress of documents, reports, and other publications,
approved March 2, 1909—to the Committee on Printing.

By Mr. DRAPER : Memorial of the legislature of Wyoming,
in opposition to any reduction in the present tariff on wool or
hides—to the Committee on Ways and Means.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS.

TUnder clause 1 of Rule XXII, private bills and resolutions of
the following titles were introduced and severally referred as
follows:

By Mr. ANTHONY : A bill (H. R, 5197) granting a pension to
Franklin Barbour—to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5198) granting a pension to William H.
Scheer—to the Committee on Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 5199) granting an increase of pension to
James Helme—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5200) granting an increase of pension to
Lewis Skaggs—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R, 5201) granting an increase of pension to
Edward Condon—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 5202) granting an increase of pension to
Henry M. Reed—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

By Mr. ASHBR?OK: A bill (H. R. 5203) granting an in-
crease of pension to Willlam Wise—to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5204) granting an increase of pension to
Lemuel Jefferies—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. AUSTIN: A bill (H. R. 5205) granting an increase of
pension to William J, Byerley—to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 5206) granting an increase of pension to
Christian Schaick—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5207) granting a pension to Sue C. Bar-
ton—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5208) granting a pension to Jane Henry—
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5209) for the relief of John T. Brown—to
the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5210) for the relief of Frank B. Smith—to
the Committee on Claims.

By Mr. BOEHNE: A bill (H. R. 5211) granting an increase
of pension to John A. Stephens—to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 5212) granting an increase of pension to
Thomas J. Hildebrant—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5213) granting a pension to Jonathan F.,
Titus—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. BOOHER: A bill (H. I&. 5214) granting an increase
of pension to Theodore D. Risser—to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions,
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Also, a bill (H. R. 5215) granting an increase of pension to
Josiah Vanbuskirk—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5216) granting an increase of pension to
James G. Young—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5217) granting an increase of pension to
William H. McGuire—io the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R, 5218) granting a pension to Martha J.
Austin—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5219) to correct the military record of
Otis B. Vanfleet—to the Committee on Military Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5220) granting an increase of pension to
George W. Burnes—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. CARLIN: A bill (H. R. 5221) for the relief of Luther
. Totterfield—to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R, 5222) for the relief of James K. Skinker—
to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5223) for the relief of Mason Shipman—
to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. RR. §224) for the relief of John Mann—to the
Committee on War Claims,

Also, a bill (H. R. 5225) for the relief of John W. Fairfax—
to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5226) for the relief of George M. Fry—to
the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5227) for the relief of James W. Ficklin—
to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5228) for the relief of Richard K. Hugh-
lett—to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5229) for the relief of the estate of Robert
Brockett, deceased—to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5230) for the relief of the estate of Wil-
liam Fletcher, deceased—to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5231) for the relief of the estate of Sina
Hughlett, decenged—to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5232) for the relief of the estate of Charles
A. Newlon, deceased—to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5233) for the relief of the estate of Dr.
Bailey Shumate, deceased—to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5234) for the relief of the estate of Henry
S. Williams, deceased—to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5235) for the relief of the estate of James
P. Yancey, deceased—to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5236) for the relief of the estate of Lewis
Shumate, deceased—to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5237) for the relief of the estate of Mary
E. Binns, deceased—to the Committee on War Claims,

Also, a bill (H. I&. 5238) for the relief of the estate of Ade-
laide Withers, deceased—to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5239) for the relief of the estate of Harriet
Sudduth, deceased—to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5240) for the relief of the estate of Alex-
ander F. Dulin, deceased—to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5241) for the relief of Elias K. Conner,
sole heir of Mary C. Conner, deceased—to the Committee on
War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5242) for the relief of Gordon Jones, ad-
ministrator of the estate of William M. Jones, deceased—to the
Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5243) for the relief of Emma C. Franner,
George W. Seaton, Hiram K. Seaton, Howard Seaton, Mary
Seaton, Blanche Seaton, George W. Taylor, Edward Taylor, and
Catharine Pomeroy—to the Committee on War Claims,

Also, a bill (H. R, 5244) for the relief of legal representatives
of James M. Streshley—to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5245) for the relief of the heirs of John D.
Rtawlings, deceased—to the Committee on War Claims.

By Mr. CLINE: A bill (H. R. 5246) granting an increase of
pension to Franklin King—to the Committee on Invalid Pen-
sions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5247) granting an increase of pension to
John Wilson—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a2 bill (H. R. 5248) granting an increase of pension to
Samuel C. Hoover—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5240) granting an increase of pension to
Enos D. Messimore—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. DODDS:" A bill (H. R. 5250) granting an increase of
pension to Ephraim A. Bard—to the Commitfee on Invalid Pen-
sions.

By Mr. FERRIS: A bill (H. R. 5251) for the relief of Susan
D. Frame—to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5252) for the relief of Rufus L. King—to
the Committee on Claims,

Also, a bill (H. R. 5253) for the relief of Mrs. Sallie L.
Minter, formerly widow of C. L. Campbell, deceased—to the
Committee on Claims.

By Mr, FLOOD of Virginia: A bill (H. R. 5254) granting a
pension to James Manning—to the Committee on Invalid Pen-
sions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 5255) granting a pension to Walter Eng-
lish—to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5256) granting a pension to Myers Fertig—
to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5257) granting a pension to Emma L,
Miller—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5258) granting a pension to Louis H. Pen-
nington—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5259) granting a pension to Luther M.
Southall—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5260) granting an increase of pension to
Susan Conner—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5261) for the relief of J, Terry Dillard—to
the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5262) for the relief of J. D. Rodgers, deputy
United States marshal for the western district of Virginia—to
the Committee on Claims,

Also, a bill (H. R. 5263) for the relief of Bolser H. Pullin,
of McDowell, Highland County, Va.—to the Committee on War
Claims. -

Also, a bill (H. R. 5264) for the relief of Virgil A. Fitz-
gerald, of Montebello, Nelson County, Va.—to the Commiitee
on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5265) for the relief of the estate of John
Gibson, deceased—to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5266) to reimbnrse the estate of Gen.
George Washington for certain lands of his in the State of Ohio
lost by conflicting grants made under the authority of the United
States—to the Committee on the Public Lands.

By Mr. FOCHT: A bill (H. R. 5267) granting a pension to
Mary E. T. Barber—to the Commiitee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5268) granting an increase of pension to
Joseph W, Shirey—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5269) for the relief of Alexander Ever-
hart—to the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. FULLER: A bill (H. R. 5270) granting an increase
of pension to Elisha 8. Singer—to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions,

By Mr. HAWLEY : A bill (H. R. 5271) for the relief of the
legal represgntatives of Sydney W. Moss—to the Committee on
Claims.

By Mr. HOLLINGSWORTH : A bill (H. R. 5272) for the re-
lief of the Bridgeport National Bank, Bridgeport, Ohio—to the
Committee on Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5273) granting an increase of pension to
George W, Pitner—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. HOWELL of New Jersey: A bill (H. R. 5274) grant-
ing a pension to William F. Johnson—to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5275) granting a pension to Cornelia
Jamison—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R, 5276) granting an increase of pension to
Ferdinand H. Wurdemann—to the Committee on Invalid Pen-
slons,

Also, a bill (H. R. 5277) granting an increase of pension to
Chartes P. Worthley—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5278) granting an increase of pension to
Alexander A. Yard—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5279) granting an increase of pension to
Pierson Hendrickson, jr.—to the Committee on Invalid Pen-
sions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 5280) granting an increase of pension to
Henry Dillon—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5281) granting an increase of pension to
Augustus J. Robbins—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5282) granting an increase of pension to
William H. Salmon—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H, R. 5283) granting an increase of pension to
George H, Bryan—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. HUFF: A bill (H. R. 5284) granting an increase of
pension to John Adams—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5285) granting an increase of pension to
Lewis Keefer—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Algo, a bill (H. R. 5286) granting an increase of pension to
William M. Taylor—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5287) granting an increase of pension to
Adam Bruner—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.
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Also, a bill (H. R. 5288) granting an increase of pension to
Wilson Kennedy—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. IR. 5289) granting an increase of pension to
Samuel C. Burkholder—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, & bill (H. R. 5290) granting an increase of pension to
Lewis Peters—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5201) granting an increase of pension to
Jonathan H. Fleming—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5292) granting an increase of pension to
George H. Gibson—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5293) granting an increase of pension to
Andrew McMurry—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5294) granting an increase of pension to
Thomas B. Lucas—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5295) granting an increase of pension to
Elizabeth Sober—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5296) granting an increase of pension to
Carrier Thompson—to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5207) granting an increase of pension to
George W. Taylor—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5298) granting an increase of pension to
Samuel Leasure—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5299) granting an increase of pension to
Thomas G. Gillespie—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 5300) granting an increase of pension to
John D. Harbison—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5301) granting an increase of pension to
William L. De Haven—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5302) granting an increase of pension to
Charles A. Geissenhainer—to the Committee on Invalid Pen-
sions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5303) granting an increase of pension to
Michael Kelley—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5304) granting an increase of pension to
William Jelliso

Also, a bill (H. R. 5305) granting an increase of pension to
John Thompson—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5306) granting an increase of pension to
Amos Feathers—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5307) granting an increase of pension to
Jacob Dewalt—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5308) granting an increase of pension to
Robert Moore—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. I&. 5309) granting an increase of pension to
Charles Roques—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5310) granting an increase of pension to
John Keller—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5311) granting an increase of pension to
James W. Kelly—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. IR. 5312) granting an increase of pension to
John V. 8. Minerd—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. It. 5313) granting an increase of pension to
John W. Park—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5314) granting an increase of pension to
William 8. Doutt—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5315) granting an increase of pension to
Thomas H, Campbell—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. RR. 5316) granting an increase of pension to
Gabriel Duffy—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5317) granting an increase of pension to
Thomas T. Spence—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5318) granting an increase of pension to
John Schiermann—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. It. 5319) granting an increase of pension to
John 8. Jones—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5520) granting an increase of pension to
John Williams—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5321) granting an increase of pension to
Willinm Beck—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5322) granting an increase of pension to
Samuel Burkhart—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5323) granting an increase of pension to
William: J. Carns—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R, 5324) granting an inerease of pension to
Lewis Hazlett—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5325) granting an increase of pension to
George M. Hobaugh—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5326) granting an increase of pension to
Robert D. Humes—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5327) granting an increase of pension to
Henry M. Neighly—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5328) granting an increase of pension to
Daniel M. Peer—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5329) granting an increase of pension to
John H. Sutton—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5330) granting an increase of pension to
Robert R. Beatty—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5331) granting an increase of pension to
William Eberhart—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5332) granting a pension to Samuel S.
Jamison—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5333) granting a pension to Ernest W.
Hilliard—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5334) granting a pension to James Em-
mett Lawson—to the Comnsittee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 5335) granting a pension to James I,
Stone—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5336) granting a pension to Edith Pat-
ton—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5337) for the relief of Joseph M. Coch-
ran—to the Committee on Claims,

Also, a bill (H. R. 5338) to correct the military record of
James Green—to the Committee on Military Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5339) to correct the military record of
Joseph R. Berg—to the Committee on Military Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5340) to correct the military record of
Aaron Loughner—to the Committee on Military Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5341) granting an honorable discharge
and a pension to W. Scott King—to the Committee on Military
Affairs,

Also, a bill (H. R. 56342) granting an honorable discharge and
gﬂ peinslon to William Conner—to the Committee on Military

airs,

Also, a bill (H. R. 5343) granting an honorable discharge
and a pension to Daniel Foust—to the Committee on Military
Affairs,

Also, a bill (H. R. 5344) granting an honorable discharge
ix;;i iﬂ pension to Jacob Gaffney—to the Committee on Military

airs.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5345) granting an honorable discharge to
Milton Vandevort—to the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. LAFEAN: A bill (H. RR. 5346) granting an increase
of pension to James Miller—to the Committee on Invalid Pen-
sions,

By Mr. MACON: A bill (H. R. 5347) for the relief of the
estate of Q. K. Underwood, deceased—to the Committee on War
Claims.

By Mr. NICHOLLS: A bill (H. R. 5348) granting an in-
crease of pension to A. M. Dershimer—to the Committee on In-
valid Pensions.

By Mr. PADGETT : A bill (H. R. 5349) granting an increase
of pension to Thomas Horner—to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 5350) granting an increase of pension to
John R. Morris—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5351) granting an increase of pension to
James K, Nichols—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5352) granting an increase of pension to
Walter C. Clark—to the Committee on Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 5353) granting an increase of pension to
Louis M. Franklin—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5354) granting an increase of pension to
George W. McKim—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5355) granting an increase of pension
Joseph Beiser—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5356) granting an increase of pension to
Joseph J. Pritchett—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5357) granting an increase of pension to
Gustave Freundenthal—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5358) granting an increase of pension to
Robert MeNeal—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 5359) granting a pension to Stephen An-
derson—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 5360) te correct the military record of
Edward W. Gobble—to the Committee on Military Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5361) to remove the charge of desertion
standing against Merida Mealor—to the Committee on Mili-
tary Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5362) to remove the cnarge of desertion
against W. A. Kilburn—to the Committee on Military Affairs.

Also, a bill (H, R. 5363) to remove the charge of desertion
against J. W. Teas—to the Committte on Military Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5364) for the relief of J. 8. Woody, Mar-
tins Mills, Wayne County, Tenn.—to the Committee on War
Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5365) for the relief of 8. H. Bailey, sr.—to
the Committee on War Claims,
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Also, a bill (H. . 5366) for the relief of Thomas J. Lawson,
sr.—to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5367) for the relief of George Pillow—to
the Committee on Military Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5368) for the relief of James P. Sprott—
to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5369) for the relief of H. J. Brewer, of
Wayne County, Tenn.—to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5370) for the relief of P. H. Nelson—to the
Committee on War Claims. !

Also, a bill (H. R. 5371) for the relief of W. T. Kinkaide, alias
Kineade—to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5372) for the relief of Holly Prater, alias
Plater—to the Committee on Military Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5373) for the relief of Capt. J. W. Han-
ner—to the Committee on Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5374) for the relief of Willlam Mont-
gomery—to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. Ik, 5375) for the relief of W. H. Francis—to
the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. IR. 5376) for the relief of William M. Beas-
ley—to the Committee on War Claims,

Also, a bill (H. R. 5377) for the relief of Willlam G. Tid-
well—to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5378) for the relief of Mrs. Jane Henry—to
the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5379) for the relief of Henry Harris—to
the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5380) for the relief of N. F. Cheairs—to
the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. . 5381) for the relief 'of Jonathan Amis—to
the Committee on War Claims,

Also, a bill (H. R. 5382) for the relief of Marcus Stevens—to
the Committee on War Claims,

Also, a bill (H. R. 5383) for the relief of Richard Workman—
to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5384) for the relief of the estate of Mitchell
J. Childress—to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5385) for the relief of the estate of Wil-
liam B. Smith—to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5386) for the relief of the estate of Blythe
Sprott—to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5387) for the relief of estate of H. C.
Overton—to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5388) for the relief of the eslate of B. H.
Caldwell—to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 53589) for the relief of the estate of Benja-
min Bolton, late of Maury County, Tenn.—to the Committee on
War Claims,

Also, a bill (H. R. 5390) for the relief of the estate of J. A.
Milhous, deceased, late of Giles County, Tenn.—to the Com-
mittee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5391) for the relief of the estate of Nathan
Perry—to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5392) for the relief of the estate of Robert
Thompson Williams—to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5393) for the relief of the estate of F, T.
MeLaurine—to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5394) for the relief of the estate of Jona-
than Mills—to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5395) for the relief of the estate of David
H. Hays, deceased—to the Committee on Claims.

Also, g bill (H. R. 5396) for the relief of the estate of John
W. MeKissock, deceased—to the Committee on Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5397) for the relief of the estate of Mrs.
Martha B. Skillern, late of Giles County, Tenn.—to the Com-
mittee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. It. 5398) for the relief of the estate of John
1. Birdsong, late of Giles County, Tenn.—to the Committee on
War Claims,

Also, a bill (H. R. 5399) for the relief of the estate of Daniel
Foresee—to the Committee on War Claims,

Also, a bill (H. It. 5400) for the relief of the estate of John
W. Neely—to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. It. 5401) for the relief of the estate of Banks
C. Wells, deceased—to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5402) for the relief of the estate of J. J.
Brison, deceased, late of Wayne County, Tenn.—to the Com-
mittee on War Claims,

Also, a bill (H. &, 5403) for the relief of the estate of Lemuel
Long—to the Committee on War Claims,

Also, a bill (H. R. 5404) for the relief of the estate of Nancy
P. Garrison, deceased—to the Committee on War Claims,

Also, a bill (H. R, 5405) for the relief of the estate of 8. J.
Stockard, late of Maury County, Tenn.—to the Committee on
War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5408) for the relief of the estate of N, E.
Perkins, deceased, late of Williamson County, Tenn.—to the
Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5407) for the relief of the estate of John
H. Grimes, deceased, late of Wayne County, Tenn.—to the Com-
mittee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. . 5408) for the relief of the estate of Henry
Kelly, late of Giles County, Tenn.—to the Committee on War
Claims. i

Also, a bill (H. R. 5409) for the relief of the estates of Bolling
Gordon and Richard Gordon—to the Committee on War Claims.

Also a bill (H. R. 5410) for the relief of the estafe of Sarah
Pewitt, deceased—to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5411) for the relief of the estate of Edwin
Grant—to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5412) for the relief of the estate of Wil-
liam Johnson, late of Maury County, Tenn.—to the Committee
on War Claims. :

Also, a bill (H. R. 5413) for the relief of the estate of N, M.
Buyers—to the Committtee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R, 5414) for the relief of the estate of Andrew
Scott—to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5415) for the relief of the estate of Mrs.
Henly Patton—to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5416) for the relief of the estate of Andrew
Rtoberts—to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H, R. 5417) for the relief of the estate of James
H. Huey, deceased—to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5418) for the relief of the estate of Wil-
liam Grigsby, deceased—to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R, 5419) for the relief of the estate of Isaac
Johnson, deceased—to the Committee on War Claims,

Also, a bill (H, R. 5420) for the relief of the estate of Wil-
liam Grigsby, deceased—to the Committtee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5421) for relief of heirs of Joseph W.
Baugh, sr.—to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5422) for the relief of heirs of Amasa
Ezell, deceased—to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5423) for the relief of the heirs of James
Henderson, deceased—to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5424) for the relief of the heirs of Michael
Holoran—to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5425) to carry into effect the findings of
the Court of Claims in the matter of the eclaim of the estate of
Hiram Gailey, deceased—to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5426) to carry out the findings of the
Court of Claims in the case of Mary E. Haygood, heir of John
M. Lawson, deceased—to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5427) to carry out the findings of the
Court of Claims in the case of Woodson H. Webb, administrator
of the estate of Harriet Day (late Litteral), deceased—to the
Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5428) to carry out the findings of the
Court of Claims in the case of St. Peter’s Protestant Episcopal
Church, of Columbia, Tenn.—to the Committee on War Claims.

Algo, a bill (H. R. 5429) for the relief of the trustees of
Mount Olivet Methodist Episcopal Church South, at Nolensville,
Tenn.—to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5430) for the relief of Mumford Smith, ex-
ecutor of James H. Cecil, deceased—to the Committee on War
Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5431) for the relief of John D. Reed, ad-
ministrator of J. P. C. Reed, deceased—to the Committee on
War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5432) for the relief of Randall Buck, for-
merly called Randall Conn, of Williamson County, for services
as blacksmith during the civil war—to the Committee on War
Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5433) for relief of James W. Hardin, and
to remove charge of desertion—to the Committee on Military
Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5434) for the relief of G. M. D. Alexander,
administrator of the estate of R. M. Alexander, deceased—to
the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5435) for the relief of the legal representa-
tives of W. B. Long, deceased—to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R, 5436) for the relief of W. S. Reid, admin-
istrator of Mrs. F. M. Harris, deceased, late of Franklin, Tenn.—
to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5437) for relief of Missionary Baptist
Church, of Franklin, Tenn.—to the Committee on War Claims.
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Also, a bill (H. R, 5438) to pay Thomas 8. Truett the sum of
$340, the value of property taken from him by the troops of the
United States Army—to the Committee on War Claims,

Also, a bill (H. R. 5439) to pay to the heirs of Nathan Curry,
deceased, the sum of $1,503, for property taken and used by the
United States Army—to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5440) to pay to the heirs of Pleasant
Hines, deceased, the sum of §1,000, the value of property taken
from him by the troops of the United States Army—to the Com-
mittee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5441) to pay Josephine O, Anderson the
sum of $175, the value of property from her taken and used by
the troops of the United States Army—to the Committee on
War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5442) to pay the heirs of James Ramsy,
deceased, the sum of $250, the value of property from him
taken and used by the troops of the United States Army—to the
Committee on War Claims.

By Mr. RHINOCK : A bill (H. R. 5443) granting a pension to
Herman Beyland—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. SHEPPARD: A bill (H. R. 5444) for the relief of
Oliver P, Boyd—to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5445) for the relief of J. P. Clark—to the
Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5446) for the relief of John H. Claiborne—
to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5447) for the relief of William H. Taylor—
to the Committee on War Claims,

Also, a bill (H. R. 5448) for the relief of F. P. Brower—to the
Committee on Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5449) for the relief of O. W. Reid and
Sam Daube—to the Committee on Claims,

Also, a bill (H. R. 5450) for the relief of the legal representa-
tives of Dr. Thomas B. Waters, deceased—to the Committee on
War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R, 5451) for the relief of the legal representa-
tives of Samuel Dicking—to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5452) for the relief of the legal representa-
tives of Samuel Dickins—to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5453) for the relief of the legal representa-
tives of M. N. Swofford, deceased—to the Committee on Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5454) for the relief of Mrs. M. E. Ezell,
feme sole, and only heir at law of Eli Splawn, deceased, of
Clarksville, Tex.—to the Committee on War Claims,

Also, a bill (H. R. 5455) for the relief of the estate of W. C.
York—to the Committee on War Claims,

Also, a bill (H. R. 5456) for the relief of the estate of Ran-
som Cunningham, deceased—to the Committee on Claims.

By Mr. SNAPP: A bill (H. R. 5457) granting an increase of
pension to Carlos B. Clark—to the Committee on Invalig Pen-
sions.

By Mr. WEISSE: A bill (H. R. 5458) granting an increase
of pension to Peter Scherschel—to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 5459) granting an increase of pension to
Robert Hart—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5460) granting an increase of pension to
Adam Stenger—to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr, YOUNG of New York: A bill (H. R. 5461) granting an
increase of pension to George W. Smith—to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5462) to correct the military record of
Andrew Gafiney—to the Committee on Military Affairs,

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, petitions and papers were laid
on the Clerk’s desk and referred as follows:

By Mr. ALEXANDER of New York: Petitions of Charles E.
Hayes and others, and Dunston Lithographic Company and
others, of Buffalo, N, Y., favoring higher tariff duties on litho-
graphie products—to the Commitiee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. ANSBERRY : Petition of the Cincinnati Boot and
Shoe Makers’ Association, to abolish all duties on hides—to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

Also, petition of citizens of Defiance and Henry counties,
Ohio, against duty on teas and coffee—to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. ANTHONY : Petition of business men, of Altoona,
Kans., against proposed increased duty on zine ore—to the
Committee on Ways and Means,

By Mr. ASHBROOK : Paper to accompany bill for relief of
John W. Bryant—to the Committee on Ways and Means,

Also, petition of Wyoming state legislature, against repeal
of duty on wool or hides—to the Committee on Ways and Means,

Also, petition of Cincinnati Boot and Shoe Manufacturers’ As-
sociation, favoring removal of duty on hides—to the Committee
on Ways and Means,

By Mr. BURLEIGH : Petition of Piercefield Loecal, No. 65, of
International Brotherhood of Paper Workers, against reduction
of tariff on print paper—to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. BUTLER : Petition of Louis Walker and others, of the
Seventh Congressional District of Pennsyivania, against a duty
on tea and coffee—to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. CLINE: Petition of citizens of Fort Wayne, Ind.,
against a duty on tea and coffee—to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

By Mr. COOK: House joint resolution of the legislature of
Wyoming, against tariff reduction on wool or hides—to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

Also, petitions of employees of the Angola Dyeing Company,
Pilling & Madeley, E. G. Chester, Bower & Kaufmann, John
Blood & Co., all of Philadelphia, Pa., for retention of the duty
on hosiery—to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. COOPER of Pennsylvania: Petition of voters of the
Twenty-third Congressional District of Pennsylvania, for re-
moval of duty on hides—to the Committee on Ways and Means,

Also, petition of David H. Cook and others, of the Twenty-
third Congressional District of Pennsylvania, favoring a na-
tional highways commission and appropriation for federal aid
in construction and improvement of highways—to the Committee
on Agriculture. 3 .

Also, petition of H. J. Heffman and other citizens of Penn-
sylvania, for national highways commission—to the Committee
on Agriculture.

By Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin: Petitions of E. A. Elderkin,
Ed Taylor, Robert Orme, W. H. Webb, and N. G. Eadus, of
Racine, Wis.,, favoring repeal of duty on raw and refined
sugars—to the Committee on Ways and Means,

By Mr. COX of Indiana: Petitions of Common Council of
Tell City and Tell City (Ind.) Improvement Association, favor-
ing inland waterways improvement—to the Committee on
Rivers and Harbors.

By Mr. EDWARDS of Kentucky : Petition of General Federa-
tion of Women's Clubs, of Louisville, Ky., expressing disap-
proval of attacks on Dr. H. W. Wiley, Chief of the Bureau
of Chemistry, Department of Agriculture—to the Committee on
Agriculture,

Also, petition of Z. G. Merchants and other citizens of the
Eleventh Congressional District of Kentucky, favoring reduc-
tion of duty on raw and refined sugars—to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. FOCHT: Petition of Lewiston (Pa.) Lodge, No. 663,
Benevolent and Protective Order of Elks, favoring a reserve for
the American elk—to the Committee on the Public Lands.

Also, petitions of citizens of Huntington County, and 8. 8.
Woods and others, of Lewiston, Pa., against a duty on tea and
coffee—to the Committee on Ways and Means.

Also, petition of W. D. Byron & Sons and others, of Mercers-
burg, Pa., for removal of duty on hides—to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. FORNES: Petition of Merick & Co., of New York,
against reduction of duty on salicylic acid—to the Committee
on Ways and Means,

Also, petition of Machine Printers, Local Assembly No. 1, of
North America, and Machine Printers and Color Mixers of the
United States, Ameriean Federation of Labor, favoring increase
of duty on wall paper—to the Committee on Ways and Means,

Also, petition of National Coffee and Tea Association, against
a duty on tea and coffee—to the Committee on Ways and Means,

Also, petition of committee of wholesale grocers, favoring pro-
tection of the beet-sugar industry—to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

By Mr. FULLER: Paper to accompany bill for relief of
Elisha 8. Singer—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, petition of Chicago Packing Box Company, of Illinois,
against reduction of tariff on lumber and its products—to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

Also, petition of Erickson & Strong, of Morris, I1l., favoring
repeal of duty on raw and refined sugars—to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

Alsgo, petition of Illinois Manufacturing Association, of Chi-
cago, for admission of 300,000 tons of Philippine sugar per year
free of duty—to the Committee on Ways and Means,
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Also, petition of the Casein Manufacturing Company, of New
York, favoring removal of lactarine and casein from the free
list and placing a duty thereon—to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

Also, petition of Schifflisticker Union, No. 12768, of American
Federation of Labor, favoring increase of duty on embroideries—
to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. HAMILTON : Petition of citizens of Lawton, Mich,,
against a duty on tea and coffee—to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

Also, petition of citizens of Niles, Mich., urging a duty on
lithographic products—to the Committee on Ways and Means,

By Mr. HAYES: Petition of citizens of San Francisco and
Ban Jose, Cal, against a duty on tea and coffee—to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. HOLLINGSWORTH : Petition of Jefferson County
(Ohio) Wool Growers' Association, for retention of present
tariff on wool—to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. HOWELL of New Jersey: Petitions of residents of
Monmouth County and New Brunswick, N. J., against a duty
on tea and coffee—to the Committee on Ways and Means,

By Mr. HUFF: Petition of Jeannette (Pa.) Business Men's
Association, favoring reduction of duty on raw and refined
sugars—to the Committee on Ways and Means.

Also, petitions of Paul Taylor Brown Company, of New York,
and the Porto Rico Canning Company, against increase of
g.uty on preserved pineapples—to the Committee on Ways and

Teans.

Also, petition of Casein Manufacturing Company, favoring a
duty on casein—to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. HUGHES of New Jersey: Petition of citizens of the
Sixth Congressional Distriet of New Jersey, against a duty on
tea and coffee—to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. JOYCE: Petition of C. J. Tullins and other citizens
of Lowell, Ohio, favoring removal of duty on hides—to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. KINKEAD of New Jersey: Petition of citizens of the
Ninth Congressional District of New Jersey, against a duty on
tea and coffee—to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. LANGHAM: Petition of citizens of Reynoldsville,
Pa., favoring repeal of duty on raw and refined sugars—to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

Also, petitions of William IL. Sanson, of Clarion, and other
voters of the Twenty-seventh Congressional District of Penn-
sylvania, favoring removal of duty on hides—to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

Also, petitions of G. W. Snyder, of New Mayville, and E. 8.
Gilmore, of Blairsville, Pa., favoring reduction of duty on raw
and refined sugars—to the Committee on Ways and Means.

Also, petition of M. F. Irvine, favoring parcels-post and postal
savings bank laws—to the Committee on the Post-Office and
Post-Iloads.

By Mr. LOWDEN: Petition of citizens of the Thirteenth
Congressional Distriet of Illinois, against a duty on tea and
coffee—to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. McMORRAN : Petition of residents of the Seventh
Congressional District of Michigan, against a duty on tea and
coffee—to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. MILLINGTON: Petition of various residents of
Utica, N. Y., against a tariff on tea, coffee, cocoa, or spices—to
the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. NORRIS: Petition of residents of Sutton, Nebr.,
against legislation for parcels-post and postal savings bank
laws—to the Committee on the Post-Office and Post-Roads.

By Mr. REID: Paper to accompany bill for relief of James
M. King, Udora E. Moore, and Noah Hayes—to the Committee
on Invalid Pensions.

Also, paper to accompany bill for relief of J. H. Sykes—to
the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. RICHARDSON : Paper to accompany bill for relief of
R. C. Robison (H. R. 5119)—to the Committee on War Claims.

By Mr. RHINOCK : Petition of Jonesyille (Ky.) American So-
ciety of Equity, favoring a national highways commission and
appropriation for federal aid in construction and improvement
of highways—to the Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. SMITH of Michigan: Petitions of Seth B. Rubert and
37 others, of Howell, and 26 citizens and business men of the
Sixth Congressional District of Michigan, against a duty on tea
and coffee—to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. SULZER : Petition of Adirondack Lumber Manufac-
turers and Shippers’ Association, against reduction of the duty
on lumber—ito the Committee on Ways and Means.

Also, petition of Chamber of Commerce of New York, for ]egis—
lation to deepen and widen, in the plan of river and harbor im-

of the bill H. R. 1438—

provements, the Hudson River up to Troy—to the Committee on
Rivers and Harbors.

Also, petition of Chamber of Commerce of New York, favoring
provisions of bill for buildings for diplomatic and consular
service—to the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

Also, petition of legislature of Wyoming, against removal of
duty on wool and hides—to the Committee on Ways and Means,

Also, petition of Bellevue and allied hospitals, favoring re-
moval of tariff from medical and surgical instruments—to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

Also, petition of Wyoming legislature, for legislation enabling
settlers to prove up land when they have reclaimed a portion,
ete.—to the Committee on the Publie Lands.

Also, petition of Subordinate Association No. 1, Lithographers’
International Protective and Beneficial Association of the
United States and Canada, favoring adjustment of equalization
of rates to bring the specific duty to a uniform ad valorem
equalization to conform with amendments as submitted to the
Ways and Means Committee—to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

Also, petition of H. Behlen & Bro., against raise of duty on
steel, wool, and steel shavings—to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado: Petitions of citizens of Denver
and Durango, Colo., against a duty on tea and coffee—to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES.

Saturoay, March 27, 1909.

The House met at 11 o'clock a. m.
Prayer by the Chaplain, the Rev. Henry N. Couden, D. D.
The Journal of yesterday's proceedings was read and ap-
proved.
ORDER OF BUSINESS.

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that the
daily hour of the meeting of the House be 10 o’clock a. m. until
further order of the House.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from New York asks unani-
mous consent that the daily hour of the meeting of the House
be 10 o'clock a. m. until further ordered. Is there objection?

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I would like to ask the gentleman
from New York, because so many men ask me, can he give us
any idea about how long the general debate will run?

Mr. PAYNE. Unfortunately, I can not.

thr. CLARK of Missouri. The reason I ask is that everybody
asks me,

Mr, PAYNE. I know, and I am trying to answer the gentle-
man, but unfortunately I can not do so. I am told that there is
a list of forty or fifty on the list of the Chairman of the Com-
mittee of the Whole of gentlemen who desire to speak. I wish
to accommodate as many as I ean, and I would like next week,
or as long as general debate lasts, to commence at 10 o'clock
a. m. and run until 6 o'clock p. m., and then take a recess for a
couple of hours.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Are you asking for both?
no earthly objection to it.

Mr. PAYNE. I desire to make progress on this bill and pass
it as soon as possible,

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. A man asks me how long the debate
is going to run, and when I can not tell him half the time he
will not believe me.

Mr. PAYNE. I want to tell the gentleman that I am embar-
rassed the same way. I add to the request that the daily hour
of meeting be 10 o’clock a. m. and run until 6 o’clock p. m., and
then that the House take a recess until 8 o'clock in the evening
and run until 10.30 p. m.

Mr. CLARK of Mlsaourl. I have no objection to that.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from New York?

There was no objection,

THE TARIFF.

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House resolve
itself into Committee of the Whole House on the state of the
Union for the further consideration of the bill H. R. 1438,

The motion was agreed to.

The House accordingly resolved itself into Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union, Mr. OrLumMsTED in the
chair.

The CHAIRMAN. The House is in Committee of the Whole
House on the state of the Union for the further consideration
e tariff bill,

I have




		Superintendent of Documents
	2017-10-23T13:53:21-0400
	US GPO, Washington, DC 20401
	Superintendent of Documents
	GPO attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by GPO




